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An Examination of Mr N Y E's Expli- 
cation of the Articles of the Divine 
Unity, the Trinity aud Incarnation. | 


ö | R Aye obſerves to the Reader of his Book, 
that © the learned Writers who have op- 
| | * poſed Dr Clarke, in the lately reviv'd 


4 — 


[1 ** Controverſy concerning the Doctrine 
' | of the Trinity and Incarnation, have 
c contented themſelves in offering Arguments and 
| 1 | * Proofs againſt the Doctrine and Reaſons of That 
| ö ; * learned Perſon; without ſtating, viz. declaring and 
1% *© explaining the Doctrine and Meaning of the Church, 
\ in and — the Controverted Articles. 
1 Had Mr Me done ſo too, that is, had he been ſa- 
1 tisfied in oppoſing Scripture, Reaſon and Antiqui- 
ty, to the Scheme of Dr Clarke, which lays claim to 
each of them ; and thereby ſhowing that the Dr had 
faild in proving his Notion from all or any of 
them : I ſhould have left him to the learned Dr's Ma- 
nagement, who, I am perſuaded, would have dealt 
with him in a reaſonable and Scholar-like Way, and 
anſwered him in every Point which had the Appear- 
ance of an Argument or Obje&tion. But this was 
not Mr Mes Deſign; for He is of Opinion that, 
* Hough the Dr's other Antagoniſts may have confu- 
* ted his Error, yet they have eſtabliſhed no certain 
Truth. Therefore, ſince the Dr hath clearl - 
ted his Doctrine and Notions, He is reſolved clearly 
to ſtate the Doctrine and Notions of the Church, and 
fully to explain the Terms contain'd in the Queſtion; : 
A 2 and 4 
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ard hereby not only ſhow the Inconſiſtency and Ab- 
ſurdities of the Dr's Hypotheſis, but render the Ex- 
plication of the Faith of the Church ſo eaſy and in- 
telligible, ſo not only defenſible, but undeniable, that 
He ** deſigns his Diſſertations as a M anuduction to 
** younger Students in Divinity, and the capable Lai- 
ty, in order to a right apprehending the Meaning ot 
the Church in her Creeds, Liturgy and Offices, 
© when they ſpeak of the Unity of God, the Trinity 
* of Divine Perſons, and of God made Man ” : And 
theſe he thinks fit to. dedicate to the ſitting Natio- 
nal Synods. W hether the great and wiſe Podies of the 
(envccations will approve of this Explication of Mr 
Web's, and allew it to be the Standard of Orthodoxy, 
: knew not; but humbly think, that in ſuch a learn- 
d Age as Ours, Men are ſo well able to diſtinguiſh 
ctwixt Humane and Fajlible, and Divine and Intalli- 
ble Authority; that they will not fufler mere Scho- 
tic Subtleties, that have no Pretence cither to Scrip- 
-urecr Reaſon, to be received as Articles of Faith, to 
de great Confuſion of Chriſtian Worthip, and intro- 
CUCINg again Superſtition and Popery into the Church. 
co uot here pretend to take upon Me a Defenſe of 
I Corke's Cauſe, which I am perſwaded is alread 
cure, and ſettled on ſuch a Foundation, and in 15 
Hands; that it would be Preſumption in a more 

die Perſen than my ſelf, to intermeddle in it any 
ther, than declaring his Approbation of it and 
8 Gion in it. The learned Dr needs no Second, 
-t 3s alone abundantly qualified to defend himſelf 
m all the Attacks of, his Adverſaries, from what 
urter ſoever they may fall upon him; whether 
h a pretenſe of Scripture, Reaſon or Antiquity : 
d have good Canle to believe that he will never 
4 fair and reaſonable Enemy paſs unan{wer'd. My 
un in theſe Papers, is to give my Reaſons why 
not think the Explication which Mr Nye hath 
cf the Divine Unity, Trinity and Incarnation, 
”" A4ſatisfaGtory, 


, EY 
fatisfaftory, or indeed agreeable to Reaſon or Scrip- 
ture at all. And if in controverting theſe Doctrines 
with him, I undertake to ſhow that he hath miſta- 
ken the Senſe of Dr Clarke in thoſe particular Paſſa- 
ges which he alledgeth as Propts of the Abſurdity and 
Inconſiſtency of his whole Scheme; I hope, I ſhall ea- 
ſily receive the Dr's Pardon; not pretending to add a- 
ny more Light to his Scripture-Doctrine, than it is 
already plac d in; but only to give it its full Luſtre, 
by diſperſing a few Miſts, caſt over it by ſubtle, falſe 
Concluſions drawn from ſome Parts of it. I conteſs, 
the engaging with Mr Nye in this Diſpute, is a mere 
vun Te, a Skirmiſh in the Dark, and next to fight- 
0 ting with a Shadow ; his whole Scheme depending on 
, a confus'd and unſettled Notion of the Word Perſon 
| or Perſona, for which he himſelf alledgeth neither 
1 Scripture nor Reaſon at all, nor Antiquity elder than 
| * the Decline of Chriſtianity in St Auſtin's Days; ſup- 
* ported ſince by the Schoolmen or Doctors of the Chairs, 
thoſe who with their Metaphyſical Sophiſtry in the 
corrupted ignorant Ages, by Degrees laid the Scheme 
which introduced Tranſubſtantiation, and the other a- 
bominable Corruptions of the Church of Rome ; which 
ſoon overſpread all the Weſtern Parts, and tyranniz'd 
over both the Reaſon and Senſe of Chriſtians, till the 
happy Redemption from the fatal Apoſtacy by the 
Proteſtant Reformation. However, as Mr Nye ob- 
ſerves, before we begin the Controverſy, *tis neceſ- 
ſary to fix ſome certain and determinate Ideas to the 
Terms in the Queſtion, otherwiſe our Contentions 
muſt needs be endleſs and unprofitable : And truly, if 
this Method had always been obſetved, one half of 
the Diſputes which at ſeveral Times have riſen in the 
Church, would not have been heard of. The Term 
then, whoſe Meaning we are to aſcertain, I think is on- 
ly one ſingle Word, Perſon ; which being a Word in the 
CE Senſe of both Ancients and Moderns of various Signi- 
fication, made uſe of in Matters Theatrical, Civil, 


Phile- 


ES. 


Philoſophical, and Oratorical ; our Buſineſs is only 
with the Philoſophical or Theological Senſe ; and upon 
that we muſt agree as well as we can. And in order to 
this, I judge it not amiſs to conſider wherein Mr Nye 
and Dr Carke differ about the Term, according to each 
their declared Senſe of it. The Dr in his Replies to 


Mr Nelſon and his Friend and the Anonymous Author 


of the Conſiderations, hath deliver d himſelf, Page 40, 
after this manner : There is not in Nature any other No- 
tion of a Perſon, than as it ſignifies an intelligent Agent, 
or intelligent Being. Alſo Page 159, He faith My No- 
tion of the Word Perſon, is the common and natural Moti- 
on of all Mankind who never learnt the Fargon of the 
Schools, Theſe Expreſſions, it ſeems, ſo confounded 
Mr Nye, © that he is next to amaz'd that Books chiefly 
** written to the Learned, and by a moſt learned Per- 
* ſon, ſhould advance (and in ſuch confident manner) 
< what there 1s no Smatterer in Learning but knows 
te that the very contrary to it is not only true, but 
* confeſs d among all learned Men of all Parties ”. 
Hath then Dr Clarke ſhown himſelf ſo ignorant, or 
elſe ſo fooliſhly endeavoured to impoſe on all Man- 
kind, as to affirm what the meaneſt Scholar can pre- 
ſently confute? And will Mr Nye in good Earneſt ſay, 
that a Perſon is not conſider d as an intelligent Being? 
Truly, he hath the Courage to do it, (with how much 
[Modeſty and Conſcience we ſhall ſee preſently,) Page 
16. A Perſon, He ſaith, is not an Intelligent or 
* Rational Being, but a Mode, is 1 Power, or 
other ſuch Diſtinction of a rational Being. So far 
is Stout, but pretty Modeſt. But Sec. 3. P. 64, 65, 
he ſaith, that © as to learned Men, the Dr cannot but 
© know, that all theſe by Perſons do underſtand and 
mean the Qualities, Modes, or Diſtinctions (inward 
cor outward) of intelligent or rational Beings, and not 
a the Beings themſelves; and that this is notorious 
e amongſt the loweſt Pretenders to the Latin or Greek 
« Tongues, from which the Word Perſon is derived“. 
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The Dr's Notion, be ſaith, © is only the Notion of 

<« All Carters and Ploughmen, all the Smiths, and o- 
ether lower Sort of Artificers, briefly all the Un- 
e learn d, ſo unlearn'd that they are wholly unac- 
“ quainted with Grammar, or at beſt cannot conſult 
« 2 Dictionary, &c.” Mr. Nye muſt give me leave 
to be here a little amaz'd, and to wonder how he or 
any rational Man can conceive a Mode as diſtinct from 
Being, a pure abſtract Power, or Property, to be a real 
Perſon. Well, but it is a notorious Truth amongſt 
the loweft Pretenders to Greek or Latin : one that 
can but conſult a Dictionary or a Lexicon, may be 
ſure of it. I prefently brought out my Cambridge-Dicti- 
onary, and look'd for the Word Arſon , from whence 
the Engliſh Word Perſon is deriv'd : and there, to my 
great Surprize, I found theſe Words, Perſonam definiunt 
Fhiloſophi eſſe nature rationalis individuam Subſtantiam, 
the very Definition of Dr Clarke. I began at firſt to ſu- 
ſpect that theſe Words might poſſibly be ſome Heathen 
Philoſopher's, who knew nothing of the Theological 
Senſe of the Word Perſona, and had defin'd it con- 
trary to its known Meaning : But after a little 
Thought upon the Words, I found them to belong 
Originally to no other than the great Chriſtian Phi- 
loſopher, Severinus Boethius, who herein was followed 
by many eminent Divines both of his own and the 
following Ages. But this is not all; for the learned 
Authors of the Dictionary tell us, that this Word Per- 
ſona is us'd to ſignifie one of the Perſons of the Bleſ- 
ſed Trinity, expreſs'd amongſt the Greek Eccleſiaſt- 
icks by Hypoſtaſis, which Word Mr Nye acknowledg- 
eth was generally us'd by ancient Greek-Church-Wri- 
ters, to denote Subſtance or Being : and therefore he 
fairly gives up to the Dr, all the Church-Writers of the 
Three Firft Centuries, who denoted the Divine Perſons 
by Hypoſtaſes. As for the Greek 9g40wror anſwering in 
Senſe to Perſona, the ancient Lexicographer Heſychi- 
s, makes it Synonimous to Hypoſtaſis, which Word 
is 


A 
3s alrcady confeſſed to agree with the Dr's Notion of 
Perſon, The learned Suidas ſaith the ſame; d regnet 
£ Te0w700 v 4519 ; and he tells us what he means by 
db] diz. VIiguris aca d ia id d Cram Jols xagaxingsinois 
iNouan, Again, uma i; iv d u ru if1wpdror A 
geb 1ay owoerJy Nag tex, Laſtly his Definition of uniuos 
Pag. 559, Edit. Cantab. is, that it is a ſelf-ſubſiſting, _ 
eſlential or ſubſtantial Thing or Feing,in which the Ac- 
cidents ſubſiſt really and actually as in a common Sub- 
ject. So that it is worth notice, that the true gram- 
matical nl eaning of Hypoſtaſis, being a particular in- 
dividual Being or Subſtance z whenever the ancient 
Church ſaid three Hypoſtaſes, they meant three di- 
ſtinct Agents or intelligent Beings. As for Grammar, 
with Defect of which Mr Nye chargeth Dr Clarke's 
Notion ot Perſon, we ſhall fee that Mr Nye hath as 
little Reaſon to boaſt of that, as of Dictionary. 
What he obſerves from Laurentius Vallenſis, Becman, 
and Julius Ceſar Scaliger, is, that whereas the Engliſh 
Word Perſon is borrow d from the Latin Perſona, that 
Word in a grammatical or oratorieal Senſe ſignifies 
the Accidents or Qualities (external or internal) of 
intelligent Beings, without confidering the Beings 
themſelves : As if the Englifn Word Perſon, never did 
or could fignify rational or intelligent Being, becauſe 
the Latin Perſona ſignifies oftimes Quality, Relation, 
or Accident. I ask Mr Nye, does Perſona never in any 
Senſe, Theatrical, Civil, Philoſophical or Theological, 
ſignifie Perſon, as intelligent or rational Agent? or, 
ſuppoſe it never did, would it thence certainly fol- 
low that we never in Engliſh uſe the Word Perſon 
properly in ſuch a Senſe? Do Words always. retain 
exactly the ſame Ideas, neither more nor leſs, when 
borrow'd from one Language by another? Or can 
they not be us'd properly without doing ſo? I hope 
Mr Nye will not maintain ſuch an Abſurdity: And 
will he then ſo much betray an Ignorance of (I gueſs) - 
his cwn native Language, as to ſay that in ſtrict Pro- 


priety 
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pnety and amongſt Scholars, the Word Perſon is ne- 
ver underſtood of intelligent Beings ? Hath not Mr 
Me himſelf us'd it an Hundred Times in this Senſe? 
But what Occaſion hath Mr Nye to tell Dr Clarke that 
the Latin Word Perſona in a ſtrict Grammatical or 
Oratorical Stile doth not ſignify Perſon in bis Senſe 
of rational Agent, but Quality, &c; when in this 
way it doth not ſignify Perſon at all, nor can be fo ren- 
rel in Engliſn? Hath not the Dr told him Fag. 43 
of his Replies © that Perſona or ae4-wmy doth not, 
< unleſs in a very Figurative Conſtruction, , expreſs 
his Notion of Perſon? * But if Mr Ny? had con- 
ſider d the Import of Latin and Greek Pronouns, and 
Maſculine Adjectives in an abſolute Conſtruction, as 
alſo proper Names of rational Beings ; he might have 
ſatiofed himſelf that neither of chole Languages want- 
ed Words to denote the Emphaſis of the Word Perſon 
in the Senſe of Intelligent Agent. So that Grammar 
doth not contradict, but confirm, Dr Clarke's Notion 
of Perſon, Mr Nye will ſtill inſiſt, that the Engliſb 
Word Fr: ſon ought not to be apply'd in this Contro- 
verſie of the Trinity in any other than the natural 
and common Senſe of the Latin Perſona, from which 
it is deriv'd. But this is plainly begging the Queſtion, 
unleſs Mr Nye can prove that Perſona, in the ſignifi- 
cation of Mode, Quality, &c. doth fully expreſs the 
Notion of the divine P:zſons as reveal'd in Scripture: 
But this he hath not prov'd, nor ever will be able to 
prove: And therefore if, according to the plain Doc- 
trine of Scripture, the Divine Perſons be repreſented 
as Intelligent Agents: when we call them Perſons, we 
muſt neceſſarily underſtand Intelligent Agents in this 
Way of ſpeaking. whatever be the Meaning of Prſe- 
Ma or Perſon in other Acceptations. Notwithſtanding 
I will grant Mr Me his Demand, though againſt all 
Reaſon, (which therefore he ought to take for a Fa- 
vour) and alſo will allow that Perſona in the Elegance 
ct the Roman Stile, does not ſo properly ſignify rational 
Being, 


Being, but Accident, ſuch as Quality, Relation, Office 
or Dignity, as was obſery'd; yet I affirm and will 
prove that amongſt Roman Writers in a Theatrical, 
Civil, and even Oratorical Stile, it does fignity In- 
telligent Being, and is accordingly us d by the moſt 
approv'd Writers: And what Security will Mr Me 
give, that the Enghſh Word Perſon is not deriv'd 
trem Perſona in the Senſe in which: it occurs in the 
Theatrical and Civil Phraſe. c? Now as to the 
Theatrical Senſe of Perſona, F. C. Scaliger, an appro- 
ved Critic and Grammarian tells us, Poetices Lib. 1. 
Cap. 13. Dei ſona eft res animata ficta in Scena, vere Imi- 
tat1ix : By animata he means ſtrictly rationalis, becauſe 
Lil. 3. Cap. 117. Pag. 378, he faith, Canis, equus, Leo, 
Tin dus, Hittacus, &c. are only quaſi-Perſone, quaſi-Per- 
ſens, And the Reaſon why they are denominated quaſi- 
Per ſons, is becauſe they were ſometimes brought upon 
the Stage talking and reaſoning like Intelligent A- 
gents. So that in the Judgment of Scaliger, Perſona in 
the Theatrical Senſe, is Intelligent Being perſonated 
under ſome particular Character. Perſona being origi- 
nally a Theatrical Term, it was borrow'd from the 
Stage by other ſort of Learning: It had two Senſes 
the fiſt and principal was (as I have ſaid) when 
any particular Perſon was repreſented acting ſome 
Part in the Play; the Actor was ſaid agere Perſonam So- 
cratis, Davi, Ajacis, Helene, &c. or agere Socratem, &c- 
to act, not a Mede or Accident, but the particular Per- 
fon or rational Agent: In a ſecond and lower Senſe, it 
ſignified the Diſguiſe and Habit of the Actors. With 
Regard to the former Senſe, it was afterwards taken 
up in Civil Matters, when the Rights, Priviledges and 
Dutics, c. of certain Perſons were ſettled by the 
Laws; with reſpect to the latter it was us'd by the O- 
rators and Grammarians to ſignify the Office, Dignity 
and Character, and ſomtimes Habit of Perſons 11 Au- 
thority; and in one or other of thoſe Senſes it was us'd 
by all ſorts of Writers. Cicero generally uſeth it in the ele- 
. | gant 


\ 


\ 


n * _ - NY : - 
ni CO” - ie as. 


7 a * > y 2 - 
+ - 2 Pan, * 4 


IS RE a 2 . IN ; 
IS << ow i - >, 2 


1 


5 
: 
: 


( It ) 

gant oratorical Senſe which Mr Nye contends for; Some? 
times in the Theatrical; Orat. pro Q. Roſcio Comædo 
Pag. 245. Edit. Grev. P:rſona illa lutulenta, impura, m- 
viſe in byjus moribus, natura, vitaq; eft expreſſa, Orat. 
Philip. 2d. P.5 30, P:rſona de Mimo, modo egens, repente 
dives, Once He ſeems to uſe it in the abſolute Senſecon- 
tended for by Dr Clarke : Orat. pro A. Cluentio Pag. 161, 
Hijus Stalem Perſona populo jam nota atq, perſpecta, ab nulla 
tur pi ſuſpicione abborrebat : Where Staleni Perſona is the 


| ſame with Stalenms ipſe. Horace uſeth the Word in the 


firſt Theatrical Senle, De arte Poetica, Lin. 192. Nec 
quarta loqui Perſona laboret. Alſo Cornelius Nepos, ſpeak- 
ing of Pelopidas in his Life, Col. 4. -Demy; bac fuit altera 
Perſona Thebis. Snetonins Tranquillus, in the Lite of 


Fulius Ceſar, Cap. 42, hath Lecticarum ilſum, item con- 


chyliate veſtis, & margar itarum, niſi certts Perſoms, perg, 
certos dies, ademit. Alſo in the Life of Tiberins, Cap. 
32. parem moderationem minoribus quoq; Perſons & re- 
bus exhibuit. Cornelius Tacitus, in the Life of Julius 
Agricola, Pag. 723, hath, Ubi officio ſatisfactum, nulla 
ultra Poteſtatis FPrſena. In theſe Paſſages the Word 
Perſona is us d in the Civilian Senſe, and plainly ſigni- 
fies rational Agent under relative Character. Amongſt 
Moderns, the two great Civilians Hugo Grotius and 
Samuel Pufendorf conſtantly uſe the Word in this Sig- 
nification : De jure Bell: & Pacis Lab. 2. Cap. 20. Sect. 
21, Perſona aptitudo aut ad confiderandas cauſas avertentes, 
aut ad ſuſcipiendos affectus incitantes, conſiderart ſolct in cor- 
poris Mixtura, etate; Sexu, educatione, circumſtantiis actus. 


The Latter, Lib. 1. Pefinit. 4. Elementorum Furispru- 


dentia, ſpends a whole Chapter in conſidering Perſo- 
nam moralem, the moral Perſon under all Relations, 


And it is the common and known Meaning of the 


Word amongſt the Civilians. When therefore F. C. Sca- 
liger ſaith de canſis Lins. Lat. Lib. 4. Cap. 73. Pag. 158, 


Perſona intelligitur ſlatus hominis ab Ammo aut Fortuna , 


and adds, neque derum eſt quod aiunt ſignificare indivi- 
duam ſubſtantiam rationale m, ſed Accidens uctat, ut Servum 
/ B 2 & 2 
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&c. what Scaliger means, I think plainly is, that the 
Word Fei ſona does not ſiguity ſimply and abſolutely 
Intelligent Being or Subſtance, but as conſider'd with 
ſome Accident or Relation, as a Servant, a Freeman, a 
Senator, a Soldier; In which Caſes, and all ſuch, 
when theſe are called Perſone, *tis manifeſt their ra- 
tional Natures are conſidered under relative Characters. 
Hence Mr Aye might have ſpar'd the Obſervation 
which he makes Fag. 152. © viz. that Perſona ſome- 
times ſignifies the Robes of the Magiſtracy; then 
* the Office, ſuch as Judge, Prætor, Conſul, &c. and 
with theſe all Sorts ot Relations, ſuch as Father, 
“Son, Maſter, Servant, and the reſt ; and herewith 
% Qualities, the Quality (External or Internal) of 
* any rational Being, ſuch as tall, low, Wiſe, 
* Fooliſh, and the reſt. I have acknowledg'd that 
the Word Perſona in the Rhetorical Senſe doth ſig - 
nify the Habit and Office of Magiſtate; but what then? 
does it at the ſame Time ſignify Perſon ? or do we 
uſe the Engliſh Word Perſon in that Senſe? No ſure. 
This thercfore is nothing at all to the Purpoſe, but 
only to ſhew that Words in one Language may have 
more or different Idea's and Significations fix'd to them, 
than thoſe in another which are deriv'd from them, 
If we {ay Perſona Maxiſtratus, and mean the Robes 
or Office of the Magiſtracy, yet we never ſay in En- 
gliſh, the Perſon of the Magiſtracy; That is Nonſenſe : 
But if we ſay Perſona Pretoris, and mean the ſame as 
when we ſay in Eugii/h, the Perſon of the Lord-Mayor; 
I hope then we mean not a Mode, or Quality, but 
an intelligent Agent under a particular Character: 
Therefore when we call the Lord-AMayor Publicam Fer- 
fonam, we undoubtedly muſt mean a rational Being 
in a public Relation; otherwiſe it wou'd be as pro- 
per to ſtile my Lord-Mayor's Horſe a publick Perſon, as 
his Lordſhip himſelf. *Tis theſame with regard to all 
other Relations. With reſpe& to outward Qualities 
in intelligent Beings, we do indeed ſomtimes uſe the 
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Word Perſon, to denote only the external Mean or 
Appearance; as when we ſay ſuch a one is agreeable 
or diſagieeable in his Perſon; but this is a very Figu- 
rative Way of ſpeaking, and as much as to ſay, that 
ſuch a P:rſon is agrecable or diſagreeable in his out- 
ward Figure or Appearance: And here Perſon is not & 
Quality, but intelligent Being conſider in Relation 
to an external Mode or Quality. Laſtly, if I ſay, a 
tall, low, wiſe or fooliſh Perſon, tis evident, that the 
Perſon is not Tallneſs, or Lowneſs, Wiſdom or Fol- 
ly, but rational Being conſider d under theſe relative 
Denominations; Who ſees not, that theſe Modes are 
only the accidental Perſonalities, or Cauſes why the 
Perſon or intelligent Agent bears a particular rela- 
tive Character? ſo that after all it appears that the 
Word Perſona in the Grammatical Senſe of it, gene- 
rally ſignifies intelligent or rational Subſtance con- 
ſider d with accidental Relation. When therefore Dr 
Clarke told Mr Me that Perſona did not properly ex- 
preſs his Notion of Perſon, it was not, as if that Word 
never ſignify d intelligent Being, but that it did 
not ſignify it in the abſolute poſitive Senſe; which 
it plainly does not; but under ſome accident, Re- 
lation or particular Circumſtance. And thus, tho 
the three Divine Perſons, ſimply and abſolutely conſi- 
der d, are not properly expreſs'd by Perſong; yet 
conſider d as Father, Son, and Spirit, I believe the 
Dr will allow, they may be properly denoted by 
Perſons, I think we have had enough of Grammar 
and Dictionary, and Mr Nye will not have the Hardi- 
neſs to ſay a ſecond Time that Grammar and Dictio- 

nary confute Dr Clarke's Notion, and eſtabliſh His. 
Well; but if this will not do, Mr Nye hath a bet- 
ter Authority to plead than Grammar and Dictio- 
nary. All the Doctors of the Chairs, all learned Men of 
all Parties both Antient and Modern, ſmce the Days of 
St. Auſtin, (before whoſe Time the Church never had 
any ſettled or certain Explication of their Faith, and 


by one lucky Hit of whoſe Philoſophical Brain it was 
clearly dilcover'd, and hath been an eftabliſh'd Truth 
dy Conſent of all Parties ever ſince,) all theſe wity 1 
one Mouth declare that Perſon is not, as Dr Clarke 
very erreneouſſy imagins, an intelligent or rational 
Being; but only the Modes of ſuch Being. Mr Aye 
may remember, that Pag. 66, He himtelf tells ys, 
*© that the Noble Severinus Boethius, Prime Miniſter of 
State to Theodorick King of the Goths in Italy, de- 
< ind a Terſon to be an individual Subſtance of the 
* rational Kind. This Man liv d not long after the 
"Time of St Auſtin, and flonriſh'd in the Beginning ß 
the 6th Century, and was a Perſon of Confular Digni- j 
ty, and by all acknowledged to be an excellent Scho- 
Jar; This; his Book de Conſolatione Philoſophie teſti- 
"Hes, Is he then ſo inſignificant in himſelf, or becauſe 
he had no Follcwers in his Notion, as not to be except- 
"tet out of the general Rule of all learned Men? No: 
that is not the Point. But © the Critics, (amongft 
' whom, I fuppeſe, Mr Aye is one,) “ laugh at his Rea- | 
„ fon, why a Perſon, (eſpecially a Divine Perſon) muſt 
"* he a rational'Subſtance or Being, not a Mode, Qua- 
lit, or other mere Diſtinction of ſuch Subſtance or 
* Peing ; becauſe,” ſaith He, Qualities, Modes, and 
e uch like, are not of the Eſſence of the Beings or 
* Subſtances to which they belong, but may be away, i 
| 
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r may be, changed into their Contraries without 
Hurt to, or Alteration ef ſuch Subſtances or Beings; 
1 Rut the divine Perſons are originally, connaturally, 
and immuthbly in God“. Valleuſis, it:ſeems, one of 
the Critics, askłs hereupon; Are not Heat and Light 
« Qualities of the Sun? and yet ſo eſſential to him, 
that they arc connaturally and immutably in him; 
6 ſo connaturally, that it ſhould not be the Sun | 
e without them: Take them away, and he is no 
e longer a Sun is much eaſier to laugh at a great 
' Man's Reaſons, than to confute them; as appears by 
this Queſtion-of Vallenſo; _ which being about Modes 


Or vg 


* 
, 
. 
= 


is a better Philoſopher than to agree wit 


C3) 

or Secondary Qualities in Beings, I = Mr Nye 

| Vullenſis 3 
or to think, that Secondary Qualities, are really and 
actually in the Beings themſelves, and inſeparable 
from them: Light and Heat in the Sun are no real 
Qualities in that or any other fiery Body, but only 
Powers of producing thoſe Senſations in capable Sub- 
jects, depending on the primary or eſſential Qualities 
of Figure, Motion, Bulk, Solidity, of the inſenſible 
Parts of Matter. And I would ask Vallenſis or Mr Me, 
whether if all Creatures had wanted the Organs of 
Sight, there would have been any Light in the World; 
or whether the Sun be accounted a luminous Body to 


pure Spirits? Tis plain enough, that, were there no 


Senſations in us, there would be neither Light nor Heat 
in the Sun; And perhaps; had we never been nearer it 
than the Satellites of Saturn, we ſhould have had no I- 
dea at all of its Heat, any more than we now have of 
theMoon's. And could we ſuppoſe an Intelligent Being, 
an Inhabitant of the Planet Mercury (and ſuch poſſi- 
bly there may be) brought from thence hither, He 
would probably be all in Darkneſs, and certainly 


ſtarv'd on the hotteſt Summer's Day. But yet, were 


there no Beings in the Univerſe capable of bodily Sen- 
ſations, tis plain the Sun would ſtill be a Sun, that is, 
a Body ſo modify d in the Figure, Motion, Bulk and 


Solidity of its inſenſible Parts, as to have a Power of 


producing Ideas of Heat and Light in capable Subjects; 
but no more rea! Light or Heat in it, than Pain, or 


Blueneſs or any other Colour, which we are not ſo ri- 


diculous as to imagine in it. So that. for ought ap- 
pears from Vallenſis his Queſtion, Boethius's Reaſons are 
good, that the Divine. Perſons cannot be Modes in 


the divine Nature, becauſe Perſon is inſeparable 


from intelligent Being or Subſtance, but Modes are 
not: And I might produce a great Modern Philoſo- 
pher on the Side of Boethius, who thinks there are 


no Modes in God becauſe there are no Variations 


= 
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in bis Nature, (the Reaſon which Boethzns gives;) but 
whatever is in him beſides his Subſtance, is proper- 
ly Attribute, not Mode. See, Des Cartes Princip. pag. 
15. Sect. 56. So that if at laſt it ſhou'd appear 
that there are no Modes in God; Lask, what be- 
comes of Mr Nye's three Divine Perſons ; Are th 
not then Attributes? But this Mr Nye will not al- 
low, becauſe He knows and confeſſeth, that to ſay 
ſo is Sabellianiſm. Aud truly unleſs Mr Nye can 
give ſome better Reaſons than the Authority of St 
Auſtin and the School-Doctors, for proving the divine 
Perſons to be only diacritical Properties or Modes, 
it is enough for us to anſwer, that other learned Philo- 
ſophers, ſuch as Boethzus, and many Moderns, far bet- 
ter Philoſophers than either of them, or indeed all his 
Doctors of the Chairs put together, are of Opinion 
that, properly ſpeaking, there are no Modes in God; 
Or, granting there were, yet neither Scripture nor Rea- 
fon would warrant His or any Others affirming that 
the Three Divine Perſons of the Trinity were no other. 
But this only by the Bye. Having therefore brought 
Boethins s Notion of Fer ſon into pretty good Credit, He 
juſtly ſtands as an Exception againſt Mr Mes Allega- 
ticn, that all learned Men of all Parties are of his O- 
pinion. We have ſeen that the Critics who laugh'd at 
Boethins for the Reaſons of his Aſſert ion, have not yet 
confuted them. And now I will proceed to ſhow that o- 
ther learned Men have followed Boethius, or agreed with 
Him. I cannot but take notice of what Mr Nye ob- 
ſerves Pag. 85. that F. H. Poſſewitz, a learned Scho- 
laſtic of Germany, and Doctor of the Chair in an emi- 
nent Univerſity there, puts the Queſtion; © An Perſo- 
&© na in Trimtate denotet abſtractive, nempe ipſam ſubſiſten- 
te tam; vel potius concretive, ipſum ſubſiſtens ? To this 
he anſwers © commmor Sententia eft, perſona nomen hic 
& fFerrficare Suh ſiſtentiam; videntur enim tres Perſons, con- 
cc exetive ſumpto vocabulo Perſong, involvere tres diſtinctas 
&« Eſſentias.. Whether a Perſon in the Trinity 1s 4 be 
Foy: | taken 


* 
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te taken in the abſtract Notion, for Mode or Subſiſtence; 
© or rather in the Concrete, for the ſubſiſting Being? 
** The more common Opinion, He ſaith, prevails for the 
* abſtract Notion, or mere Subſiſtence : Becauſe Three 
& Perſons in the Concrete Signification of the Word 
* Perſon, ſeem to conclude Three diſtin& Eſſences. 
From the Deciſion of this learned Dr of the Chair, it 
lainly appears, that there were many Divines who 
had the ſame Notion of Perſon with Boethins : And theſe 
could not conceive an 2bſtract Mcde, a pure Non-enti- 
ty, to be a Perſon, without joining as inſeparable to it, 
the rational or intelligent Being or Subſtance to which 
it belong d. Indeed Dr F. H. Poſſewitz thinks this No- 
tion dangerous, and to imply that Three Perſons in this 
way prove Three Eſſences or Subſtances; (which is 
the Conſequence drawn by Dr Clarke and others, with 
how much Reaſon we ſhall ſce hereafter ;) therefore to 
avoid that Conſcquence, he ſides with the mayor Part, 
who held that the Frſous were only Modes, without 
conſidering the F ſſence at all: Which alſo hitherto 
ſeems to be Mr Nye's Opinion. Ihus from a general and 
wanimons Conſent of all learned Men of all Parties, 
we have brought it down to a Majority only, and that 
by the Confeſſion of one of Mr Mes chief Evidence. 
But that I may not ſeem to be overmuch beholden to 
Mr Nye, and entirely to depend on the Teſtimony of 
one of bis Witneſſes, I will mention two or three no 
inconſiderable ones, my ſelf. The firſt ſhall be Baro- 
"ns; who, Metaphyſ. Special. Seck. 2. Pig. 4.32. Edit. 
Lond. faith, Tenendum 1. Perſonam nibil aliud eſſe quam 
Suppoſtum cum Limitaticne ad intellectuales res, ſcilicet De- 
um, Angelos © Homines : And a Suppoſitum with him, is 
Singularis ſubſtzi:tia: So that his Definition of Perſon a- 
grees exactly with that of Boethins and Dr Clarke. The 
next ſhall be our own great Biſhop Bull, who affirms, 
Defenſ. Fid. Sect. 2. Cap. 9. §S 11. Res ſimgularis per ſe 
ſuhſiſtens, in rebus intellectu preditis, idem eſt quod Per- 
*ſona: An individual Thing (or Being) ſubſiſting by 
2 b cc it 


* it ſelf, is, in Things endued with Underſtanding, 
the ſame as Perſon.” So that according to Baroni- 
25 and Biſhop Bull, two unqueſtionable Authorities, a 
Per ſen is a particular or individual intelligent Agent or 
Snppoſitum. With theſe agrees Dr Henry More; En- 
chirid Metaphyſ. Part. 1, Cap. 3. Pag. 23. Perſona de 
Jo!rs intellectualibus dicitur, The laſt ſhall be a Great 
Modern Critic, Dr. John Edwards, who in his Critical 
Remarks on Dr Clarke s laſt Papers, endeavours to 
prove that the Word Perſona means Perſon in the Senſe 
of intelligent Being, which Dr Clarke deny d it to do, 
For this he produceth ſeveral Inſtances, Pag. 18, to i 
which I refer Mr Me and the Reader, and care not | 
whether he hath prov'd this Point againſt Dr Clarke or 1 
no: He hath notwithſtanding ſpoke his Mind, and is 
a grod Evidence for Me. I hope, I have in ſome _: 
meaſure clear d the learned Dr Clarks from keeping 3 
Company altegether with Carters and Ploughmen, &c. 
though it alſo appears that theſe may talk Grammar, 
that is, common Senſe, without underſtanding the 
Rules of it. And for my Part, I like a Way of ſpeaking 
even in Theological Matters, never the worſe, for being 
underſtocd by the Vulgar : As I believe the Scriptures 
were intended to be. Thus I have ſhewn, what Truth , 
there is in Mr Nye's Aſſertions, vented with ſo much 1 
Confidence. However it was boldly and hardily ſaid of i 


Mr Me; And hence we have the poſitive Aſſertion of 
one learned Perſon, againſt the as poſitive Aſſertion of 
another learned Perſon : "Tis pity they ſhould fo wide- © 
ly diſagree, and twere a good Office to reconcile them, 1 
though ever ſo little. The Authority which Mr Me 
alledgeth „ 1s, as we have ſeen, no leſs than the 
Doctors of the Divinity Chairs in all the greater 
Univerſities of Europe; But he means only at moſt St, 
Auſtin and his Followers; ſome, not all of the School- 
men; commencing from the Middle of the Fifth Cen- 
tury. If I may have Leave a little more explicitely to 
urge the Dr's Evidence on the other Side; it is the 
| | Thrones 
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Thrones of the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors for 300 
Years or more, and the Chairs of all the eminent Pro- 
feſſors ot Chriſtianity during that Time, and all the 
Learned and Unlearned Part of Mankind ever ſince, 

excepting ſome of the Doctors of the Divinity Chairs 

down from St Auſtin. But when all is done; AsI am 

willing to believe that the Apcſtles and firſt Chriſti- 
ans, (who were not great Philoſophers, but generally 

good Men ;) and the Chriſtians in the middle and lat- 

ter Ages, (who, I think, I may truly ſay, minded 

Philoſophy more, and Chriſtian Purity and Simplici- 

ty leſs than the former,) were not at ſo great Vari- 
ance in their Notions of the Divine Perſons : So I 
would not deſpair that Dr Clarke and Mr Nye may 
in ſome meaſure be reconcil'd, Perhaps Mr Nye, as 
hardy and ſtiff as he ſeems to be, will ſoften and bend 
a little, if not repent z and when that is done, Dr 
Clarke's Meaning may appear in ſome Degree recon- 
cileable to his. Wherefore, to come cloſely to the Point 
in Hand, and determine poſitively the Theological 
Senſe of Perſon,moſt conſiderable inthe Diſpute; I think 


T have prov'd, that Perſona or P:rſun in the Theatrical, 


Civil, and Grammatical Stile, hath a relative Senſe, 
and fiznifies rational Being limited to ſome Accident 
or Piſtinction real or perſonated : I have alſo proved, 
that in the Philoſophical or Theological Stile, it hath 
an abſolute Senſe in the Judgment of Boethius, and ma- 
ny excellent modern Divines, ſuch as Baromus, Biſhop 
Bull, &c. Thus far I have gone in Compliance to 
Mr Nye's Preſumption, that the Engliſh Word Perſon 
muſt be determin d in its Signification by that of the 
Latin Perſona, or Greek Tmecow#w, But becauſe the 
full Import of the Wor4 Perſon, according to the Senſe 
of Scripture and the ancient Church, is not, and cannot 
be expreſs d by Perſona or ri and was denoted by 
other more proper and emphatical Ways of tpeaking : 
it will be neceſſary to conſider this Matter a little more 
particularly, Though * moſt approved Nati- 
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en of the Divine Perſons be that of J. H. Poſſewits. viz. 
the triple Diſtinction in the Deity, without conſider- 
Ing the Eftence or Subſtance to which they belong; yet 
he is ſo ſenſible of the Novelty of it, that He tells us, 
Fage 93 ; The Primitive Catholick Church, immedi- 
" ately after the great Council ot Nice, were at a loſs 
©" what Name to give to the triple Diſtinction in God; 
and ſome, deceiv d by the figurative tralatitious 
* Terms, Father, Son, and Spirit, call'd them Hypo- 
* ftaſes, a Word equivalent to Beirgs; Therefore, be- 
* cauſe Three Divine Beings would neceſlarily be 
"* Three Gods, Hypoſtaſes was generally and almoſt 
© forthwith W by all the Fathers and Churches; 
And they agreed, the Latin Nations and Churches 
in the Word Fr ſona or Pe: ſens, the Greek Churches 
and Nations in the equivalent Words 7ej9wm and 
* Horn; ; becauſe theſe Words did then with all Men 
<© denote, as ſtill they do with all leamed Men, only 
* the Piſtinctions f or in Rational Beings, not the 
** Beirgs themſelves, as Hypoſtaſes do.. And in Pay, 
153, © it can be no Queſtion, He ſaith, among 
learned Men. that the Latin or Weſtern Churches 
* took up the Word Perſona in oppoſition to the Word 
© Hypoſtafs, and he tells us again, that Perſona or 
* Te&qu70y ſignifies only a Quality, Mode, Reſpect, 
FDiſtinction of or in intellectual Hypc ſtaſes or Be- 
< ings. In theſe Paſſages we have Mr Nye's whole 
Lenſe of the I heological Uſe af the Word Per ſon. The 
Account He gives amounts to thus much, viz. The 
Triple Diſtinction of Modes in Ged, it ſeems, was 
di ſcover d after the fixſt Council of Nice in the ath 
Century; and Chriſtians having known nothing of it 
before, had no proper Word in uſe to expreſs it by. 
Yet it appears that from the Beginning cf Chriſtiani- 
ty, they were ſenſible of Three Divine Perſons which 
had been always mention d in their Creeds; and thoſe 
Perſons they had no other Notion of, than Hypoſtaſes 
vr diſtinct Agents or Beings : So they are called by O- 
| rigen, 
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rigen, the Council of Antioch, Enſebius of Caſarea, and 
Others. So that the Apoſtles themſelves, and all the 
firſt Chriſtians for Three Centuries, had acknowledg'd 
Three Diſtinct Beings or Subſtances : But it was lucki- 
ly diſcover'd after the firſt Council of Nice, that theſe 
Three Perſons were not indeed Beings or Hypoſtaſes, 
but only Diſtinctions of Beings ; and fo the Faith was 
to be reformed, and a new Idea of P:rſox, or Father, 
Son, and Spirit, was agreed on, and denoted by the 
new Words Perſona in the Latin Church, and r 
in the Greek, in direct Oppoſition to the ancient and A- 
oftolic Hypoſtaſis, by which the good Primitive Chri- 
Frans had been ſo long abuſed, and had acknowledged 
Three diſtin& intelligent Agents, inſtead of Three 
Modes or Properties. This, I think, muſt be the true 
Meaning of Mr Nye's Account of the Matter. For if 
the Word Hypoſtaſis did not in its natural Senſe expreſs 
their Notion of Perſon, they would either not have us d 
it, or elſe taken Care to explain in what Senſe and 
with what Reſtriction they did uſe it; becauſe to he 
miſtaken, or to make others miſtake them, in this 
Matter, would be of dangerous Conſequence to the 
Church, which afterward would much rely on their 
Authority. If then pee in its natural Senſe of 
Being or Subſtance, expreſſed their Notion of Frſon; 
they underſtocd by Perſon, intelligent Agent, as Dr 
Clarke doth, And I think it very plain that they 


meant by Hypoſtaſis (denoting P:1ſon,) intelligent Be- 


ing or Subſtance, becauſe they never ſay that the 
Three Hypoſtaſes or Perſons were one individual #-iz or 
oe; Which would have contradicted the Notion of 
Hypoſtafis or Perſon being intelligent Subſtance or Na- 
ture; but now confirms it: And tis obſervable that the 
Fabellians, who held one individual Subſtance, held al- 
ſo one Hypoſtaſis. Again; if the Ante-nicene Chriſti- 


ans had the ſame Idea of Perſon with thoſe after the 


Council of Nice, but expreſs'd it improperly by H- 
poſtaſis; tis much to be wonder'd that they did not 
rat ger 
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rather chooſe to expreſs themſelves by Perſona or 
tler, Words, in Mr Nye's Account, liable to no Ex- 
ception or Equivocation, but clearly and undeniabl 

denoting Modes only, not Subſtances. This undoubted- 
ly would have been the ſafer Way; and the Words were 
always ready at hand, being much older than Chriſti- 
anity it ſelt. Therefore I look upon it as an infallible 
Certainty, that the firſt Chriſtians, who muſt be allow- 
ed to be the pureſt and beſt both in Faith and Practice, 
had no other Notion of the Divine Perſons,than of di- 
ſtin& intelligent Beings or Agents; and theſe they 
denoted by Hypoſtaſes, as the moſt proper and ſigni- 
ficant Word they had. Hence, if Mr Nye's Account 
be true, a new Faith began to appear and beeſtabliſh'd 
#fter the Council of Nice, unknown amongſt the Or- 


thedox for 300 Years, and for that Reaſon alone cer- 


tainly falſe, and in Fact (we ſhall fee) no other than 
the Hereſy of Sabellius or Panlns Samoſatems, 

Thus I have conſider d Mr Nye's Notion of the Term 
Perſon : Which appears to be oppoſite enough not only 
to Dr Clarke's, but to that of all Chriſtians (excepting 
the Gnoſticks and Sabellians) for the Three firſt Ages of 
the Church. And tho'I think what he hath advanced 
concerning the Theolcgical Uſe of the Words Perſonz 
and Tere in the 5th Century, not altogether un- 
true; yet I beg leave to give what ſeems to mea more 
full and clear Account of the Senſe of the ſo much con- 
troverted Word, Perſon, The Notion of Perſon and its 


fynonimous Terms in other ancient Languages, never 


was or can be underſtood in more than two Reſpects; 


a Relative, and an Abſolnte Senſe. The Relative Senſe is 


that, wherein Perſon is conſider d as intelligent Being 
limited to ſome particular Circumſtances, Qualities, 
Habits, Relations, (external or internal) of Mind, 


Body or Fortune; as J have explain d above. The Ab- 
ſoblute Senſe is, when it is conſidered as intelligent 


Being ſimply as it is in its own Nature and Eſſence, 
without Regard to apy particular Accident, Mode, &c. 
22 | what- 
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whatſoever, The Former Senſe was expreſs d amongſt 
the Hebrews by Panim, anſwering to the Greek pb 
and Latin Perſona or Facies. Theſe Words in their na- 
- tural Senſe ſignifying the Face or external Appearance, 
; were in a Figurative Conſtruction generally apply d 
j to denote Fer ſon in the external Relative Senſe. Lev. 
1.0, 15, Thou ſhalt not honour the P:rſon of the Mighty, 
or reſpe@ the Perſon of the Poor; that is, as it follows, 


in Rrygbteonſneſs ſhalt thon judge thy Neighbour (without 
conſidering whether he be a rich or poor Man.) The 
Perſon of the Poor, is the Poor Man, Exod. 23, 3, 
Neither ſhalt thou countenance a poor Man in his Cauſe. 
Ihe Prrſon of the Mighty, is the great Man, Deut. 1, 
17, Te ſhall not reſpe# Perſons in Fudgment, but ye ſhall 
bear the Small as well as the great: Allo 16, 19, Thou 
* ſhalt not reſpect Perſons ,, that is, Men for their outward 
Appearance or Quality; Mal. 1, 8, Vill he be pleas'd 
with thee, or accept thy Perſon ? that is, will he ac- 
cept thy Offering, becauſe thou art a Prieſt, In Gen. 
19, 21, it ſeems to be us d more ſimply, See I have ac- 
cepted (Gr. and Heb. thy Face or Perſon, 1. e.) thee. 
Thus God is no Reſpecter of Perſons, Deut. 10, 17. 
This 1s alſo the Phraſe of the New Teſtament : (See, 
Matt. 22, 16. Gal. 2, 6. Jude 16. Ads 10, 34. E- 
pbeſ. 6, 9. Col. 3, 25. Fam. 2, I. 1 Pet, 1, 17.) In 
2 Cor. 1, 11, the Word Perſon or 7e/wmy ſeems to be 
taken ſimply, (as was obſery'd on Gen. 19, 21) © that 2 
for the Gift beſtowed upon us by the Means of many Per- 
* ſons, Thanks may be given by many on our Behalf * 
Here many Perſons means a great Appearance, or many 
ippers. 
; The Abſolute Senſe of the Word Perſon, is moſt pro- 
| perly and generally denoted by Maſculine Adjec- 
tives or Pronouns, as Echad, Hu, &c, amongſt the He- 
brews, anſwering to &s and iuty@-, ws and ille, &c. 
with the Greeks and Latins, Gen. 2, 24, and they two 
(Gr. Jude, two Perſons) ſhall be one Fleſh. v. 25, they 
were both naked (Gr, d pur, two naked — ) 
eat, 
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Dent. 6, 4, (according to the Heb.) The Lord our God, 
the Lord, is one, (Heb. Echad, one Perſon, or God.) 
Mat. 19, 17, there 1s none (see, no Perſon) good, but 
exe (65, cre Perſon, that is God.) Gal. 3, 20, God, is 
ene, (ele, one Perſon, or God). Fob. 16, 13, When He, 
(inch that Perſon, ) the Spirit of Truth Hall come. 
Heb. 12, 16.—-or profane Perſon (cim G.) 2 Pet. 2, 
II, bat manner of Perſons (mmenic,) cught we to be 2 
1 Feb. 5, 7, There are three (Tens three Perſcns) that 
bear Witneſs in Heaven,- and theſe three (ad three 
Pei ſcrs) are one. So alſo ver. 8, though it may ſeem 
6thawiſe, yet really is the ſame: For it being ſaid, 
There are thee (Iss three Perſons) that bear Witneſs 
ex Earth, the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, &c. Spi- 
rit, Vater, and Blood, are plainly figurative for Per- 
ſons The firſt means either the Holy Ghoſt, or Perſons 
enducd with the extraordinary Gifts of it; the ſecond, 
me ſt probably the baptized Perſon ; the third, the ſuf- 
fering Verſon or Martyr, An hundred ſuch Inſtances 
might be produced. There 1s another Word put for 
Ferſen in the abſolute Senſe, Nepbeſh amorgſt the He. 
brews, Synonimous to quai amongſt the Greeks; and 
theſe frequently occur in the Sacred Writings, ſeldom 
in others. But theſe Words are by our Tranſlators 
tendred Perſon, not that they properly ſignify it, but 
becauſe in Conſtruction relating to intelligent Beings, 
that is, to Ferſons, they denote them figuratively under 
a Partial Conſideration : For theſe Words are ſpoken 
of Beaſts as well as Men; and then they are rendred, 
not Perſon, but Creature, See Gen. 1, 20, 21. I muſt alſo 
obſerve that in the New Teſtament, Heb.1, 3, the Word 
Eta is by our Tranflators rendred Perſon, being 
ſpoken of Ged. This, in Senſe, is equal to the Hebrew 
jelum; which, Gen, 7, 4, ſigni ſies every living Sub- 
ſtance, whether of Men or Bcaſts, It is never re- 
ſtrain d to intelligent Beings only, or us'd in the ab- 
ſolute Senſe of Perſon. Sometimes it ſigni fies only 


ſignifies 


Sy flance. or Foſſaſions, Deut. 11, 6, Job 22, $0.4 It 
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ſignifies the S. lier of the Himan Boch, Pal. 139, 
15. So that it is plain that, Hypoſtafis or Feknm comes 
not up to the abſolute and proper Senſe ot Perſon; and 
imports no more than the Subſtance of Being barely as 
ſych, or at moſt living, Therefore the Word Perſon 
implies more, than Hypeftaſis in Heb. 1, 3. And with 
regard to the Perſon of God, That's moſt emphati- 
cally expreſs d by Jehova or 5 Y Thus I think it ap- 
pears that the abſolute Senſe of Perſon, being a parti- 
cular intelligent Subſtance; is not in Scripture expres d 
by any Word but a Maſcaline Adjective or Pronoun 
only, nor can be properly expreſsd any othes Way in 
an abſolute Conſtruction. This being the Senſe in 
which Dr Clarke uſeth the Word; I preſume Mr Nye 
will not contend, tho' Dr Edwards doth, that it is or 
can be denoted. by, Perſyna or ap5swrey. And I cannot 
but here wonder what Dr Edwards means by his critical 
Remark on theſe Words of Dr Clarke,Page 41 of his Re- 
plies: When in Engliſh |. ſaith Dr Clarke] we uſe the 
Word He, tis impoſſible thereby to mean a Thing or 
a Being in general, but only an intelligent Agent or 
“Being, that is, a Perſon. ? Dr Edwards's learned Re- 
mark upon. which Words, amounts to thus much; 
namely, that tho Dr Clarke tells us that the Engliſh Word 
He, us d abſolutely without any Antecedent , as the Dr 
might have learn both from the fame Page, and the 
Argument it ſelf which Dr Clarke was upon, | can ſig- 
nity nothing but a particular intelligent Agent or Pe- 
en; yet He is miſtaken, becauſe in a different Con- 
ſtruction, that is, a relative one, it is in Scripture ap- 
ply'd to the wild A,, to the Unicorn, to the Horſe, to 
Behemoth, to Leviathan. But theſe are Perſons of Ir 
Edwards's making, not Dr Clarke's, ſh He may make 
the beſt Company of them He can. 'The next is juſt 
{ach another very critical Remark made upon Dr 
Clarke's Words, Eig. 292. d, (in the abſolute Con- 
ſtruction) © ſignifics an intelligent Being or P:rſonouly; ” 
Hereupon Dr Edwards very curiouſly obſerves, that 
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there is Mention of &. 76, Exod. 28, 17. & U NB 
threeſcore and one Aſſes, Numb. 31, 39, &c. again con- 
founding the abſolute with the relative Uſe of the Word 
4c. One might have expected ſomething more exact 
and to the Purpoſe, from ſuch a learned Perſon. A c 
third Blunder of the ſame Kind, (for it deſerves no F 
better. a Name,) immediately follows upon thoſe 
Words of Pag. 43. where Dr Clarke ſays © the Word Fer- 
“ ſon is always expreſs'd both in Greek and Latin by the 
** Maſculine Adjective, and by it only; there being no 
* other Word either in Greek or Latin by which it e- 
ver was or can poſſibly be expreſs d. Dr Clarke al- 
ways ſpeaking of Fe ſen in the abſolute Senſe of the 
Word; tis plain Dr Edwards's Remark is dull and to 
no purpole. te e 
Having thus ſhown the Scripture- Way of expreſſing 
the Senſe of Perſon, we may, 1 think, Nich and reaſo- 
nably conclude, that the firſt Chriſtians would follow 
the Scripturc- Stile in expreſſing their Notion of Perſon 
in general, and of the Divine Perſons in particular. The 
moſt proper and emphat ical Way of denoting the Senſe 
of Pe fore, being (as we have ſeen) by a Mafculine Ad- 
je ctive or Pronoun only, (all other Ways of expreſſing 
it by a Subſtantive, falling ſhort of the full Import of it;) 
the Primitive Chriſtians generally obſerv'd this Way 
. c$expreſling themſelves concerning the Divine Perſons. 
Frjlin Martyr, with many other Fathers, ſay of the 
n Father and Son, that they are 4ve ag-bus, two numerical 
"nl Perſons, Dienyfms,quoted by Athanaſius, expreſſeth the firſt 
4 and ſecond Divine Perſons, is den e So, This man- 
ner ot ſpeaking is much more emphatical, than if they 
had added Hypoſtaſes or e And tis well known 
that the moſt ancient and common Way of denoting 
the Pri ſo of the Father, was 6 ee, & TarronegTar ; 
of the Son. 6 VOY Wing. When they had a mind to ex- 
pre ſs the Divine Ni ſens with regard to their Nature or 
Subſtance in gen-ral only, they us'd the Words ea 
ar £v7's; Thus the firſt and ſecond Pr {+1 were mw [ : 
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Vi. edge and win, allo gom and wefyuere. Thus 
* FPierius Alexandrinus, Origen, Dionyfius Alexandrame, 
Greg. Thaumaturgus, Euſebius Csfarienſ:s, &c. But theſe, 
importing Nature or Subſtance in general, without re- 
gard to any particular and diſtinct Properties; they 
more commonly choſe to ule the Word Hypoſtafis, as 
more proper to expreſs that Nature which had a par- 
ticular Manner of Subſiſtence. The true and pro- 
per Meaning ot Hypoſtafis, is to denote Nature or 
Subſtance with its particular Modes or Properties, 
by which it is numerically diſtinguiſhed from all 
others of the ſame Kind. This makes the Indivi- 
duals in inanimate and irrational Beings, and the 
Perſons in Beings rational and intelligent. In this 
Senſe I think it is to be taken, Hb. 1, 3; And this 
is the conſtant Signification ot it in all Eccleſiaſtical 
Writers. Therefore when the ancient Church expreſ- 
' fed their Notion of the Divine Perſons by Hypoſtaſes, 
they always meant their Beings with their particular 
diſtinguiſhing or perſonal Characters: And ſome un- 
wary, both Ante-nicene, Nicene and Poſt-nicene Fathers, 
though they would not ſay the three Divine Perſons 
were one Hypoſtafis, which was always Sabellianiſm; yet 
ventur'd:to ſay they were one i or Subſlantia, mean- 
ing not individual but ſpecifick Subſtance. It was impoſ- 
ſible, according to the true Import and common Senſe 
of the Word Hypoſtaſis, meaning always a particular 
or individual Being, for three Hypoſtaſes to be one 
individual Subſtance; ForThat was to be one Hypoſta- 
fis, a plain Contradiction. But in a Tritheiſtic Accepta- 
tion, they might without Contradiction be one Sub- 
ſtance in the Specific Senſe : This was the Notion of 
Tertullian, among the Ante-nicene Fathers, of Greg. Nazi- 
anzen,among the Poſt-nicene ; and is the natural Senſe of 
the Niceneguoie:G. T obſerve further, that the Ante- 
nicene Fathers, in ſpeaking of the Divine Perſons, us d 
the Word Hypoſtafis rather than tener; and proba- 
* bly for theſe Reaſons. Though Teocaroy had, in gene- 
| ral Eccleſiaſtical Uſe, the ſame Signification with Hy- 
1 D 2 poſtaſis, 
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poſtaſis, as we noted from Suidas; yet ſometimes it was 
reſtrain d to a lower Meaning, and us d to expreſs the 
Theatrical Diſguiſe, the Civil Offce and Habit; In 
which Caſes it did not ſignify Perſon. at all, nor can 
properly be rendred by that Word in Exgliſb. So that this 
Senſe of ngwow7er of Perſona, is urg'd by Mr Me againſt 
Dr Clarke to no Manner cf Purpoſe, as was obſerv d be- 
fore. Secondly, I think that the Word iwg4gw7oy, when | 
apply'd to intelligent Beings, though it expreſs the - 
fame with Hypoſtafis, vi. rational Subſtance ſome. wax 
or other particularly: diſtinguiſned; yet it rather des 
notes Perſen conſider d as intelligent Being under ſome 
external Relative Reſpect, that is, with ſome Quali- 
ties which are not eſſential or immediately and neceſ- 
ſarily flowing from its dci Or quay ; But Hypoſtaſis de- 
notes Fer ſon conſider d as intelligent Being with its in- 
ternal Properties which have relation to nothing but 
Being it ſelf. Thus ſpeaking, I call a Maſter, a Ser- 
vant, a Soldier, mg6o«Toy rather than Hypoſtaſs; be- 
cauſe the Medes under which their Beings are conſi- 
dered, are external and variable, and no way eſſential 
to their Natures: But if I would expreſs the Perſon, 
Peter, James or John; then Hypoſtafis is more proper, 
becauſe their Perſonalities ariſe from their particular 
internal Conſtitution, and bear relation to nothing but 
their own individual Subſiſtences, and are the neceſſa- 
ry Reſult of it. To be a Maſter, a Servant, Soldi- 
er, Oc, is 222 accidental to Perſons ; But to Be 
that particular Perſon call'd Peter, James or Fobn, &c, 
3s a Neceſſity ariſing from their particular Exiſtence. 
Thus, to ſpeak of the Divine Perſons with Regard to 
their external relative Attributes of Creator, Redeemer, 
Sanct ier, may well be denoted by ati e; but ſpeak- 
ing ot them with reſpect to what they are in their own 
individual Natures, ò 08; 6 4%, 5 -* poroys- 
vhs, 79 v Tyr, they are more properly called 
Hypeſtaſes. Whether this Obſervation of mine be cer- 
tam or no; yet I cannot but think Hypoſiaſis better a- 
dapted to expreſs Ferſen in the proper Import of it. 
| | as 
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as a particular Intelligent Agent, than agioaevy,. tho? 
that Word be taken for rational Subſtance or Being alto. 


And though the Obſervation of Px, Clarke in his Ad- 


denda to the Scripture- Doctrine, Pag. 2. Lin. 2, be 
moſt exact and judicious, vix. that ſuch is the. Na- 
ture of the Greek and Latin Languages, that by no 
„other Word (neither by the Word agαενεν, nor by 
,b uνν,Ge nor by any other Word whatſoever) can 
< they ſo properly expreſs that Which we mean by the 
&« Engliſh Word Perſon ; as by the Maſculine Adjective 
alone: And though it be true and unqueſtionable, 
that the Word Perſon, when mention dAbſolutely with- 
out any Antecedent, be always expreſs'd both in Greek 
and Latin by the Maſculine Adjective, according to 
his Remark, pag. 43 of his Replies: Yet the Word 
Hypoſtaſis, when apply'd to Intelligent Beings, may, 
I think, very well expreſs the Metaphyfical Senſe of t 

Engliſh Word Rexſon, As to the Senſe of Hypoſtaſs and 
Teo0wT OY After the Council of Nice, when the triple Di- 
ſtinction in God Was diſcover'd, and, began to be eſta- | 


bliſhed inſtead of the three Perſons or intelligent A- 


gents profeſs d (as we have ſeen), by the; Amte-nicenc 


Chriſtians, and denotel by Hypoftaſes: What Mr Nye 
obſerves, I agree to; that Hypoſt 


n 
proper to expreſs this triple Diſtinction: And the 
Words Tg«owrey and Perſona, (which were us d Among 


the Greeks and Latjns to ſignify Modes or Accidents in 


a Theatrical and oratorical Senſe,) were much bet- 
ter for their Turn; and for that Reaſon moſt pro- 
bably made uſe of to denote the Diacritical Properties 


in God, then come into Vogue inſtead of Perſons: And 
I am apt to believe, that, after the eſtabliſſd Autho- 


rity cf iu, thoſe who, ſtill held three Hypoſtaſes 


according to prunitive-Orthodoxy, ,.ayd yet own'd 


ute, underſtond;.it, in the Specific Senſe ; $1 

were Greg. Nazzanzen, &c. Thoſe who underſtood by 
ils individual Conſubſtantiality, were ſenſible that 
they could not, without Contradiction, at the ! — 


Ime 
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Time hold three Thpeftaſes and therefore, to recon- 
cile the Matter, choſe my6swwoy or Perſona ; by which 
in Truth they did not mean Perſon, but only the Modes 
or Properties or Attributes of Perſon ;, and ſo in Reali- 
ty profeſs d Sabellianiſm a little diſguis'd, as the other 

id Tritheiſm; and accord ingly charg d each other. 
Thirdly, thoſe who believed three Hypofaſes to ex- 
preſs the Senſe of Scripture and the Church concerning 
the Divine Perſons, and could not reconcile 6ueto:1G- 
to them, either in the Senſe of Specific or Individual 
Conſubſtantiality, were thoſe Fathers of the Council 
of Antioch about ſixty Tears before that of Nice; and 
their Followers in the fourth Century, who held the 
Homozoufian Faith. Thus the unfortunate Word 5yovo :G- 
caus'd perpetual Contentions for one hundred Years 
at leaſt, till St Auſlin s Works appear d and clear d the 
Matter on all Sides, by obſerving that the ancient No- 
tion of three Hypoſſaſes, that is, Perſons or intelligent 
Agents, was an Error; and that there was but one 
real Divine Perſon, that is, intelligent Agent, diverſi- 
"fied by a triple internal Diſtinction or Modality : 
And His Authority was generally ſubmitted to. 
Having brought 'dbwn the Conſideration of Perſox 
and Hypoſtaſis, and 'wghewwey or Perſona'thus far, (and I 
fear, not without ſome Tediouſneſs, occaſion'd by Mr 
Mess confus'd Notion, and falſe Aſſertions in the 
Matter ;) I will now ſhew how far thank it poſſible to 
reconcile Mr Nye with Dr Clarke in this Point, If Mr 
Me will perſiſt, as he ſeems to do; that the three Di- 
vine Perſons are only three Modes in one and the ſame 
Divine Nature, without any Confiderat ion of the Na- 
ture to which they belong; then indeed tis impoſſible 
to reconcile them; or rather they have no Controver- 
y. For J think the true State of the Queſtion be- 


| tween them will then be; that whereas Dr Clarke: af- 
firms that there are mentioned in our Creed three Di- 
vine Perſons,that'1s, intelligent Agents; Mr Me on the 
orher hand affirms, that truly there are no Divine Per- 


ſons 


oft 
** ky 
es 


(31 ) 


fir at all, that is 'again, intelligent Agents; but only 


three internal Modes or Qualities in the Divine Na- 
ture: And ſo they cannot properly he ſaid to differ a- 
bout the Meaning of "Perſon. The Word Perſon is no 
further concern d in the Diſpute, than as it expreſſeth 
the Scripture- Revelation concerning God the Father, 
the Son and Holy Spirit. If theſe are intelligent A- 
gents, then Dr Clarke is right in calling them Perſoxs 
according to the common Idiom of the Engliſh Tongue 
But if they are not intelligent Agents, then Mr Me. 
may call them Modes or Properties, or what He plea- 
ſeth, according to the Ways of ſpeaking amongſt the 
later Greeks and Latins and modern Schoolmen ; but 
ought not any longer, in ſtrict Propriety, to call them 
Perſons : But if Mr Nye will allow, (as I think his 
Mafter St Auſtin doth) that the Divine Nature is to be 
taken into total Conſideration with each Mode, 1n or- 


der to make diſtinct Perfons ; and that a Perſon is nei- 


ther an abſtract Property, nor a partial Notion of the 
Divine Nature; then Dr Clarke and Mr Nye will be ſo 
far reconcil'd, as to agree that there can be no Piſun 
without Being, conſider d as an intelligent Agent; 
only with this Difference, that, according to Mr Nye, 
one intelligent Nature may compoſe three diſtinct Fr- 
ſons, by being completely conſider'd with threed iſtinct 
Modes; but according to Dr Clarke, one Perſon only 
can be conceived in one intelligent Nature; for that 
Perfon, and intelligent Nature, are cfſential and recipro- 
eal to each other. Iwill now confider what Grounds 
Mr Nye hath afforded us for ſuppoſing that he may 
thus far agree with Dr Cla ke. Pag. 84, after having 
told us St Arftin's Opinion, that the three Divine Fer- 
ſons are three Diſtinctions in God; he adds, In- 
deed more generally, as to theſe Diſtinctions in 
* God, we ſay the Divinity or God as conſider'd with 
* the firſt Diſtinction, is the Perſon of the Father; as 
* conſider d with the ſecond Diſtinction, is the Fr- 


* ſon of the Son; as conſider d with the third, is the 


Ferſon 


Cy ' : 
* Perf! calfd the Spirit : So that the three Diſting 


ons, Intclle&,  Self:know'edge, and e 
s, 
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are the three Perſonalities, not Per of God ; 
they are not Fyrſon, but only as each of them is 
J conſider d with the Divine Eſſence or Gd. But 
then be adds, Nug. 85 Others deny this, and ſay, 
they have the Majority of Doctors on their Side; 
* they make thoſe very Diſtinctions to be the as xy 
< without conſidering them with the Eſſence *. Then 
—_— the Quære of F. H. Poſſewitz mentioned above. 
But thexe is ſo much Difference betwixt conſidering the 
Niſtinct ions vith and withont the Eſſence, that in the 
Judgment of our leamed Biſhop Bull, Perſona fine eſ- 
ſentia concipi non poteſt, niſi ſtatueris Perſonam in Diui- 
vis nihil alind eſſe quam merum Terr d, quod plane 
Sabellianum | eft ; © a Perſon cannot be conceiv'd with- 
< ont the Eſſence, unleſs you make.a Perſon in Divine 
Matters to be nothing elſe but a meer Mode of Ex- 
«< 1ſtence, which is plainly Sabellianiſm: Vet the Bi- 
ſhop held three Fr ſans in the ſame individual Nature or 
Being. Therefore, theugh I cannot certainly conclude 

ether of the Notions is received by Mr Me; becauſe 
etimes he tells us, the Perſons are conſidered. with- 
ont Being, ſometimes with Being; ſometimes that Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit, axe Modalities or Perſonalities, 
as Pag. 142, and Pag. 84; other times, that they are 
the P:rſens themſelves; this frequently, (and it ſeems 
to be Mr Me's * proved Notion;) yet I am 
willing to ſhew him all the Favour poſſible to be al- 
lowed inthe Diſpute, and He ſhall ftick to which No- 
tion of Perſon He pleaſeth, and ſuppoſe a Divine Perſ? 
to be either a mere abſtract Mode or Diſtinction in God 
or the L iĩvine Nature, or elſe that it is the Divine Na- 
ture conſider d with a particular Mode of Subſiſtence. 
I:confeſs, if I was charitably to chooſe for Mr Nye 
his. Notion, it ſhould be the latter, which I take to 
that of the moſt eminent modern Schoolmen. If 
Mr. Ne will maintain the Former with the major Part 
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of the. School-Doctors, that the. three Divine Perſons 
are Diſtinctions only, without conſidering the Divine 
Nature (according to him, God) at all ; then it will 
neceſſarily follow that the three Divine Pe: ſuns, Father, 
Son, and Spirit, do not give us a full and complete No- 
tion ot God, or indeed ſo much as a partial one; God, or 
the Divine Nature, being ſomething conſider d diſtin& 
and independent from all theſe, and, according to 
Mr Mes Way, the Parent or Original of them all: 
So that we have a Quaternary inſtead of a Ternary, 
a moſt monſtrous Abſurdity and ever abominated. 
According to this Notion allo it were falſe to call any 
of the Divine Perſons, God; for That is, in Mr Me's 
Account, the Divine Nature diſtinct from all theſe ; 
they being only Powers of God. Hence alſo it muſt 
be Idolatry of the moſt abſurd Kind,to worſhip Any of 
the Divine Perſons, who are no Realities ; theScriptures 
commanding us to worſhip God only, and telling us 
that an Idol is nothing in the Woyld , And I deſire Mr 
Me to prove his Divine Perſons, conſider'd without the 
Divine Being, to be real Things. But I am aſhamed 
to argue againſt a Notion fo palpably abſurd ; and 
which is more evidently ſo init ſelf, than by any Rea- 
ſon it can be made to appear to be. I will therefore 
beg leave to ſuppoſe Mr M Notion of the Divine 
Perſons to be (in contradictiofigo the Majority of the 
School-Doctors) the Divine re, or God, it ſelf 
conſidered under and with ae Diſtinction. Theſe 
Diſtinctions, He tells us from in, are the Divine 
Intellect, Self- Knowledge, an Love or Compla- 
cence. Theſe then conſider d with Me Divine Nature to 
which they belong, are the three inte: nal and only pro- 
per Perſons of the Godhead: For, with Regard to exter- 
al Modes or Relations, God is ore Perſons ; as Ceator, 
one; as Redeemer, one; as Sanctifer, one; as Judge, one; 
and as many more, as you can imagin it to bear external 
Relations to other Beings, Pag. 141. Of God, conſi- 


der d in both theſe Reſpects, Man is an imperfect I- 
5 mage 
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mage: St Auſtin ſaith, that in Man there are three in- 
ternal Modes or Perſons in one Eflence : His Words are 

cited by Mr Me, Pag. 44. The Soul is one in Sub- 

ſtance or Eſſence; triple in Powers, immanent Acts, 
* or Modes of exiſting; it hath Intellect, Self- Know- 

ledge and Self- Complacence, and thus is three in one; 

** and the Soul being the very Image and Likeneſs of 
„God, theſe Diſtinctions muſt be more perte&ly in 
him, than they are in us. Thus Man is in hin- 
ſelt a little Trinity; and the Difference of Perſons in 
one and in the other, is not ſo much in the Kind, as 
the Degrees of Perfection. Thus alſo with Reſpect to ex- 
ternal Relation, Man is as many Per ſons as you pleaſe; 
Father, Brother, Maſter, Friend, Benefactor, and an 
hundred more. Now if it be manifeſtly abſurd to 
affirm of one intelligent Subſtance in Man, that it is 
or can be any more than one Perſon, for this Reaſon, 
becauſe our Notion of Perſon, properly ſpeaking, is a 
ſubſiſting Being of the rational Kind, and therefore 
Modes or Qualities of the Mind, not ſubſiſting but in 
the Mind, hike Accidents in Body; tis Nonſenſe to call 
them Perſons,or to call the Mind conſider d with them, 
ſo many Perſons as it. hath Modes depending on it. 
This will go a great Way in proving the Abſurdity of 
Mr Me's Notion with reſpect to the Modes of the Di- 
vine Nature; which ing (though infinitely more 
perfect) yet analogou g thoſe in the Humane Mind, 
and as much ſubſiſti „ and depending on the 
Mind of God, as th No on the Mind of Man; *tis 
plainly impoſſible ſhould have any more Reaſon 
to be thought PerfonMhan the other. I think alſo it 
is evident (as I ſhall more fully prove hereafter,) that 
the Modes in God, which Mr Nye calls Perſons, are 
no other than what in a more proper Way of ſpeaking 
we call Attributes; and his Scheme of the Trinity 


founded on them, is the old Notion of Tatian, Athe- 


nagoras, and Theophilus Antiochenns, the ancient Foun- 
ders of Sabellianiſm. But allowing that 3 
Modes 
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Modes in the Divine Nature give it the Denom inati- 
on of Perſon, yet if one Perſon cannot be conceiy'd 

without a total Conſideration of the Divine Eſſence to 

which it belongs, (which is the Opinion of all reaſona- 

ble Men,) then it will neceſſarily follow that three di- 

Rin& Perſons cannot be conceiv d without three diſtinct 

Eſſences belonging to them: For if the Eſſence of 


one Mode be the Eſſence of another, then it will fol- 


low that either the Perſons are not diſtinct, or elſe 
that the Modes alone without the Eſſence conſtitute 
oo Sn either of which are allowed to be ab- 
r 
But · to conſider a little more particularly Mr Nje's 
Notion of the Divine Perſons, as Intellect, Self. Know- 
ledge, and Self Complacence. Theſe are ſuppos d 
Three, and the only three internal Diſtinctions in 
God, by which he is denominated three Perſons , © Of 
which the firſt is called Father, as begetting Know- 
*© ledge, who is therefore Of ſpring or Son And from 
© thele proceed the Spiration of Love or Compla- 
* cence, Which is therefore Spirit. I think, a Man 
leſs nice and curious than Mr Nye, would not imagine 
any Difference at all betwixt Intelle& and Knowledge 
in the Divine Mind. In the Humane Mind indeed, the 
Power of Perception is that which we call Underftand- 
ing; and the Perception of the Agreement and Diſa- 
greement of Ideas, we call Knowledge : And theſe may 
be conceived diſtinct, that is, the Former without the 
Latter; but not vice verſa, But I think in the Divine 
Mind there can be no Difference between Underſtand- 
ing and Knowledge, becauſe it perceives the Agree- 
ment and Diſagreement of Things at the ſame Inſtant 


with the Things themſelves, whether actually exiſting 


or in Idea only; and therefore Intelle& and Know- 
ledge are but one Mode of the Divine Mind, though 
two in Humane. But however, if I have made two 
of Mr Nye's Divine Perſons into one, I will make him 
Amends for that ; He ſhall not have his Number di- 

7 22 miniſhed. 


(36) 
miniſhed, but encreas d. The Divine Will, Power, 
Goodneſs, &c. are all, according to our Conceptions, + 
diſtinct Modes of. and in the Liwine Nature; And I 
ſee no Realen why God, conſidered as Powerful, Wil- 
ling, &c. is not modify d into Perſons, as well as con- 
ſidered Knowing, and Self Loving: The one are as 
much internal Powers of the Divine Mind, as the o- 
ther: And indeed all ot them are truly and properly 
net Modes, but Attributes; by the Connection of 
which 11; ene Nature with the Ideas of Eternity and 
Infinity, our Manrds get the Complex Idea ot God, 
who in Himſelf is a ſimple uncompounced Being. 
Conceivinꝑ God by his Attributes, is a partial Conſi- 
deration ot Him; and therefore in our Ideas he is di- 
ſtinguiſu d by them: And is it not thus with Regard 
to his Self- Knowledge, and Self Complacence? Do 
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not theſe give us partial Perceptions of the Divine F 
Nature? But ſurely in each Divine Perſon, if each be 
God, we ought to have a total Perception of the Di- TK 
vine Nature. Are they not then Attribiites, not Per- i 
ſons ? Mr Nye will not allow it. He owns indeed, F 
Pag. 16, that there 1s an internal Wiſdom of God, I 
which is an Attribute only: But then, Pag. 17, it is 0 
the internal generated Wiſdom, which is Wiſdom the 5 
Pyr ſon. He lets us alſo underſtand, that there is in 6 
God Wiſdom generated, and Wiſdom unbegotten, and © 
this it ſeems is the Diſtinction betwixt the firſt ang 
ſecond Perſon, Pag. 56. © Intellect is the unbegotten 6 64 
„ Wiſdom, Seli-Knowledge is generated or begotten © 
*& Wiſdom. ” I ask now Mr Me very ſeriouſly, what is n 
Wiſdom the Attribute? Is it begotten or unbegotten ? © © 
It muſt neceſſarily be one of them, that is, it muſt ei- 44 


ther have a Cauſe, or be without Cauſe: If it be M 
without Cauſe or unbegotten, tis the Perſon of the ne 
Father; if it be caus d or begotten, tis the Perſon of bi 
the Son: So that Mr Me is under this Dilemma, to he 
acknowledge the internal or Attribute-Wiſdom of „ 
God, either his firſt or ſecond Divine Perſon ; — 4 « | 

then 
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then I think I have fairly proy'd out of Mr Me's 
own Mouth, that His Divine Perſons or inter- 
nal Modes, are no other than, in common Lan- 
guage, the Divine Attribrtes, and conſequently by 
Mr Nye's own Confethon no Perſons at all. And that 
they are fo, I offer further this Argument: viz, All 
Philoſophers, ancient and modern {exceptirg ſome of 
the Schoolmen) acknowledge, that 1t is the Pro 


of Modes to vary the Subjects to which they belong, 
and to be away or chang'd without Hurt to the Be- 


ings in which they ſubſiſt, and the Beings may be con- 
ceiv d without them; but the Divine Nature being not 
capable of any Variation, or to have any thing in it 
but what is eſſential and incommutable to it, can- 
not poſſibly admit of Modes, but only of primary 
and eſſential Attributes; Therefore it follows, that 
Self-Intellect, Self-Knowledge, and Self. beatify- 
ing Love being eſſential and invariable in the Di- 
vine Nature, and without which the Divine Nature 
cannot be conceived to exiſt, are not Modes, but pri- 
mary and eſſential Attributes; and ſo again, by Mr 
Mes own Confeſſion, no real Perſons. Did then Dr 
Clarke ſpeak raſhly or unadviſedly and without the 
Bounds of Charity, when He ſaid © that the Expli- 
cation of the Article of the Trinity by ſuch Perſons, 
e as are only Properties, Powers, immanent Acts or 


+ © the like, that are only Diſtinctions of or in one and 
* © the ſame rational an 17 Being, is Sabellian 


s and Socinian? Or did the learned Socinian ſpeak 


4 much unlike a Conjurer, when he ſaid, © that a Tris 


» * nity of Modes or Diſtinctions is but a Juggle to co- 
ver real Sabellianiſm? See Pag. 155, How doth 


Mr Me anſwer the Charge of Dr Clarke ? He doth 


not at all endeavour to clear himſelf or his Friends, 


Churches of Chriſtendom,” * Pag. 87; if that 
} | 


but, contented with an implicite Faith in St Auſtin, 


he ſaith, Pag. 84; The Misfortune is. who are here 


(called Socinians or Sabelliaus, are indeed all the 


* 


ebe 
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ce be Sabellian or Socinian, then all the Chairs and 
* all the Churches in Chriſtendom are Socinian and 
< Sabellian ; for, All theſe, Pag. 84, follow the Ex- 
* plication of St Auſtin. But judging it ſafer to 
contend with the Socinian, than with Dr Clarks; he of- 
fers at a Defenſe againſt the Charge of the former, 
and tells us, Pag. 155, © that the Difference between 
te the Church and Sabellius is; Sabellius advanced a new 
* Pottrine of mere external and temporary Reſpects 
and Acts of God to his Creatures; whereas the 
* Church held, pag. 157, the eternal and internal 
* Relaticns and Diſtinctions of the one Divine Being 
* within and towards it fclf,” Both theſe agreed in 
this, that the Divine Perſons were not really but mo- 
dally or relatively diſtinguiſhed; only the Sabel- 
liam made the Mode or Perſonality external, the 
Church internal. Whether of the Notions 1s more a- 
able to Scripture and Reaſon, is hard to fay's and 


T think Sabellius was but hardly us d in being declared 
an Heretic by thoſe who differ d ſo little from himſelf. 


But does Mr Me think that obſerving this trifling Di- 
ſtinction of internal and external Modes between the 
Church in the 5th Century and afterwards, and Sabel- 
lianiſin, will clear him from Dr Clarke's Charge of Sa- 
bellianiſm? What Sabellius himſelf was condemn'd for, 
was the confounding or deſtroying the Divine Perſons 
or Hypoſtaſes, without regarding whether He did it by 
an Explication of external or internal Modes or Relati- 
ons. The Faith of the Church in the Time of Sabellius, 
was not tres Perſone, or ia Tgoore, three Appearan- 
ces or Modes, (whether external or internal,) but tres 
Hypoſtaſes, three fubſiſting Beings. This we are ſatisfi- 
ed of from the Determination of the Council of Anti- 


och, who declared the Father, Son, and Spirit to be l 


Ti U οCẽe̊iWçͤ Teia, Th J gU, varia iv, thus interpreted by 


Hilary per ſubſtantiam tria, per Conſonantiam vero nu . 


* * * - 
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In oppoſition to this, Sabellius (St Bafil aſſures us) held | 


ay ivworzon one Subſtance only. He was as much 
F 1 aware 
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T7 aware of the Divine Attributes or internal Modes, as 


St Auſtin or Mr Me; but knew very well they would 
not expreſs the Church's Senſe of Hypuſtaſes, nor con- 
ſequently do him any Service. And 'tis certain, had 
the Church in his Days dream'd of a Mode or Rela- 
tion being a Divine Perſon, they would not have 
thought him an Heretic; or if He had explain'd the 
Perſons ox Hypoſtaſes by internal Properties, He would 
have equally undergone Cenſure. Mr Me owns that 
Sabellius held God to be three external Perſons, that is, 


one Divine Being manifeſted under three different 


relative Denominations : Mr Nye holds that God is 
three internal Perſons, that is again, one Divine Being 
ſubſiſting under three internal relative Denominations 
or Modes. That Mr Me's is a more real Trinity of 


Perſons properly ſpeaking (and ſuch as the Church al- 


ways held in the three firſt Centuries) than that of Sa- 
bellius, appears not, or that He does not as much con- 
found or deſtroy the Perſons, (which was the Hereſy of 


© Sabellins,) as Sabellius himſelf, So that ſtill Mr Nye, 


 andall of his Notion, as much lie under the Charge 
of Sabell:aniſm, as Sabellius himlclt. 


4 F 
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I will now conſider Mc Nye's Divine Trinity as 
diſtinguiſhed by the relative Denominations of Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit. His firſt P:rſor then, is Intel- 
le& or unbegotten Wiſdom ; his ſecond, is Self-Know- 
ledge or generated Wiſdom ; his third, is Self- Compla- 
cence or Self-Beatifying Love. He tells us, Pag. 59, 
* The Titles, Father, Son and Spirit or Spiration, are 
figurative, and only denote mental Cauſe and Ef- 
** fect; and that tis Ignorance of the ancient Forms 
and Modes of ſpeaking, that miſſeads any into any 


* © other Interpretation of the Article of the Trinity, or 


= © that diſpoſeth them to doubt of or wonder at this. 

Jo this Purpoſe, Pag. 23, he maketh uſe of ſome 

Words of Tertullian, lib. adv. Prax. Omnis Origo, Pi- 

1. rens dicitur; & omne quod ab Orig ine profertur, P. + 

genies : Every Cauſe is called Father; and 2 
| « fe 
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4e fe, Son or Off-ſpring. ” Alſo of St Bafil, © Negz 
* Fil, neq; Generatioms nomina Propria ſunt Divinita- 
* tis, ſed ex humana ſimilitudiue provecta, The Terms 
Son and begetting, are not properly us'd of the Di- 
vinity, but are figurative Expreſſions, in way only 
© of imperfect Similitude to Humane Generation. 
Mr Me knows well enough, that Dr Clarke owns Ge- 
neration to be a figurative Expreſſion, denoting an 
extraordinary and ineffable Production or Derivation; 
But that Father and Son are figurative Perſons, or 
mere Metaphyſical Effects without any diſtinct Ex- 
iſtence, He owns not. And againſt Mr Me's Autho- 
rity for ancient Forms of Speaking in the Church, I 

9 One only, but older than his latter, or more con- 
ſiderable than them Both or half a Score ſuch : It is 
that of the Council of Antioch, who declare in their 
Expoſition of the Church's Faith; Manifeſta Patris 
< vere Vatris ( Appellatio,) certaq; Filii vere Filii, no- 
© tag; Spiritus Sancti vere Spiritus Sancti“; that is, 
te when we call the firſt Perſon, Father, we mean tru- 
* ly and properly Father; when the ſecond, Son, we 
te mean truly and properly Son; when the third, Ho- 
& Jy Spirit, we mean truly and properly Holy Spirit. 
Upon this, the learned Dr Vhitly obſerves ; © His No- 
&« minibus non ſimpliciter, neqz otioſe propoſitis, ſed ſignifi 
& cantibus diligenter propriam ntriuſq; nommatorum Sub- 
te fartiam & Ordinem, & Gloriam; © that theſe Ap- 
e pellations are not us d inſignificantly or without a- 
e ny Meaning, but carefully and exactly denote the 
« proper Subſtance and Order and Glory of each of 
& the fe ſons; See Sef. th, Fag. 45, Diſſert. De Script. 
ec Interpret. Sec. Patr. Comment. This I think enough 
briefly to i} ow, with what Juſtice and Temper Mr 
Aye arraigns all that differ from him, of Ignorance 
and Nov«lty. However; to let him have his cwn 
Way: © The firſt Divine Per ſon then © or Father, 
4 js nothing but unbegotten Wiſdom, or the Intelle& 
v of the Divine Mind. The Subſtance of the Divine 


Mind 
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Mind is undoubtedly Self exiſtent or unbegotten; But 
can it as properly be ſaid that Intellect, the Thinking 
Power of it, was unbegotten? Is not the Divine Mind 
the Cauſe or Parent of Intellect? Does not Intellect 
ſubſiſt in it, as the Analogous Mode in the Humane 
Mind ? How is it then unbegotten ? This ſurely is er- 
roneous; unleſs Mr Nye will ſay, that, conſidered with 
the unbegotten Mind which is neceſſary to the making 
it a Perſon, it is in that Reſpect unbegotten: But then 
he knows it will follow, that with Reſpect to the 
ſame Mind, the ſecond and third Perſons will be un- 
begotten alſo; Which ſpoils his whole Scheme. So 
that in Truth the fit Perſon or Father unluckily 
roves to be a Son. Mr Nye may ſtill ſay, that tho? 
his firſt Perſon or IntelleF is indeed begotten, as the Ef- 
fect of Mind ; yet He 1s Parent or Cauſe of the other 
two Modes or Perſons, and unbegotten with Regard 
to them, tho not to Mind; whereas They are Modes 
begotten or cauſed by Modes: And poſſibly this ma 
be his Meaning: If it be, it lies under this Difficul- 
ty, that 'tis not poſſible for us to conceive one Mode 
to be the Cauſe cf another, without conſidering the 
Mind as the Foundation and Cauſe of both; 
And if ſo, then Intellect is not the Cauſe of Know- 
ledge, but a Power which the Mind firſt uſeth as an 
Inſtrument in producing it: that is, the Mind firſt 
perceives, then conſiders the Agreement or Diſagree- 
ment of its Perceptions; and this is Knowledge. Thus 
it is in the Humane Mind; but we cannot ſay that it 


is ſo in the Divine, as I obſerved before: And allow- 


ing it, Intellect will not be the Cauſe of Knowledge 
any further than as an Inſtrument which the common 
Parent Mind uſeth in the Production of it. I cannot 
but take Notice that Mr Nye calleth Intellect, unbe- 
gotten Wiſdom , which looks as if He himſelf thought 
that Intellect and Knowledge in the Divine Mind 
were the ſame; for Wiſdom is ſuperiour to pure In- 
tellcct, and implies Knowledge: So that by Mr Nye's 
; F Manage- 
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Management, his firſt and ſecond Perſox are both e- 


. qually Wiſdom. Where then 1s. the Difference 


Why , one is begotten, the other unbegotten. But 
the ugh we could conceive the Divine Mind by the Aſ- 
ſiſtance of Intelle& or Perception, begetting Wiſdom; 
yet tis impoſſible to imagine one V Fon begetting an- 
ether Wiſdom ; This is ſuch an Abſurdity as was ne- 
ver heard of. But, I gueſs, Mr Me ſaid this, for fear 
his ſecond Perſon ſhould be thought Superiour to his 


Faſt ; as, no doubt, Knowledge or Wiſdom is ſuperi- 


our to mere Intelle&. And there is this Misfortune in. 
his whole Scheme, that the Dignity of his Perſons de- 


ſcends inſtead of. aſcending 5 that is, his firſt Perſon is: 


inferiour to his ſecond, (if at all diſtin& from it;) 
and his fecond, to his third. For Intelle& is includ 
in Knowledge, and Both in a rational beatifying Love. 


Again, the Divine Pærſons of the Trinity, according 
to Mr Me, are not only of diſtinct, but limited Per- 


fections. Tis certain one Mode can have but one Per- 
fection, which is its Eſſence. Intelle& cannot have 
Knowledge, if diſtinct from it; and neither of them, 
Love; nor any of them, Will or Power, &c. Nor again, 


in this Way, can Knowledge include Intellect, or Self- 
Complacence Either of them, conſidered as Perſons, This 


is manifeſt from their being ſuppos d to be perſonal Cha- 
racters, which are impoſſible to be communicated or to 
include one another; ſo that the Words of our Saviour 


can never be verified according to this Notion, I am in 


- the Fatber, and the Father in Me And Father, Son 


and Spirit, will be far enough from being all- perfect 
Perſons, that is, from having all Perfeckions. *Tis. 


true, they are perfect in their Kinds, but (according 


to this Notion) far from that Perfection which ſhould 
give each of them the Denomination of God : And 
yet I ſuppoſe Mr. Me thinks that the Father is God, 
the Son God, the Holy Ghoſt God. If Mr Me faith 


they are each of them God, becauſe they are each in 


the Bivine Nature; this muſt needs be falſe: For 


then, 
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then, being three diſtindt Perſons, they muſt neceſſari- 
by be three diſtinct Gods; otherwiſe each is not God, 
but a partial Conſideration of God, as Attributes are. 
Laſtly, it we examine ſtrictly Mr Nye's Notion of 
the Divine Perſons conſider d as Modes, they can only 
be conceived to differ as Simple Modes from Complex 
ones. Is not pure Intellect, in whatever Being, a 
Simple Mode of cogitative Subſtance? Is Knowledge 


any thing more than a complex Mode of Thinking, 


that is, of Intellect ; or the Perception of the Agree- 
ment and Diſagreement of our Ideas of Things? 
What is rational Love, but a more complex Mode of 
Thinking, by adding Delight and Complacence to the 
other two? Do not all theſe in the Humane Mind, 
blend and mix one in another? And are they not pure- 
ly notional when confider'd with reſpect to the Divine 
Nature; which being a moſt Perfect and Simple Be- 
ing, cannot be capable of any ſuch Compoſitions ? 
What then becomes of Mr Me's Divine P-rſons * Are 
they not totally -confounded and undiſtinguiſh- 
able ? or rather in reality mere Entia Imaginationis, a 
Dream or a Chimera ? 

Thus I have confidered, as well as I am able by 
Reaſon, Mr Me's Scheme in every Part and every 
View of it. The Reader cannot but be ſenſible what 


a confus d Piece of Work I have had in hand, and 


which is full of ſuch evident Abſurdities and Contra- 
dictions, that nothing but the Pretence of ſome mo- 
dern Authority would have engaged me to conſider 
it at all. Yet (as I obſerved before) Mr Aye ſays, 
* *Tis Ignorance of the ancient Modes and Forms of 
Speaking, that miſſeads Any into ary other Inter- 


© pretations of the Article of the Trinity, or that di- 


* {poſeth them to doubt of or wonder at this. I 
Should not have taken this kindly of Mr Nye, if He 


had meant by ancient Modes and Forms of Speaking, ei- 


ther the Forms of Scriypture or Primitive Antiquity for 
thice or four hundred Years z But being He under- 
* ſtand: 


+. 
ſtands by the Expreſſion nothing much elder than St 
Auſtin and his Time, I am well contented with the 
Compliment ; and do not much Wonder that ſuch an 
abſurd and conius'd Explication of the Trinity ſhould 
be broach d at that Time, in the Decline of Chriſtia- 
nity ; but muſt beg Mr Nye's Pardon for _—_— of 
the Truth of it, and I ſuppoſe I have given Reaſons 
why Others ſhould do ſo too. It may be expected that I 
{ſhould proceed to try Mr Nye's Scheme by the Rule of 
Scriptine, But becauſe Mr Nye is ſo modeſt as not to 
appeal toit with any Aflurance, and fairly owns that 
much Advantage cannot be had from its Authority; 
and that the greatcſt Part of thoſe Texts urged in De- 
'Fenſe of his Notion, prove againſt, not for it; and 
that tis {ater to rely on thePlatonic and Stoic Philoſo- 
phy, than cn Scrptare ,, I am reſolved not to put him 
over much out cf Ccuntenance by heaping up Divine 
Authority againſt St Auſtin's and the Schools, but con- 
tent my ſelf to examine it by two or three Paſſages of 
Scripture of chief Importance : and this, becauſe Dr 
Clarke hath placed the Scriptures relating to this Con- 
troverſy in the cleareft Light poſſible, and Mr Me 
hath.not one Word to offer againſt their favouring the 
Doctor's Scheme. ED | 
"Tis very wonderful that St Auſtin ſhould found the 
Trinity chicfly and primarily (as Mr Nye tells us, 
Pag. 60, 61,) in the firff Chapter of Geneſs, where Mo- 
ſes ſaith, God made Man in bis own Likeneſs and Image, 
Gen. 1; 26, 27. © there being, ſaith this Father, a 
* Trinity in Man?” A Trinity of what? Not of Fer- 
ſons — ? Let us hcar his next Words. The Hu- 
**n ane Soul (He ſaith) is one in Eſſence or Subſtance, 
triple in Powers, immanent Acts and Modes of ex- 
* iſting : It hath Intellect, Self- Knowledge, and Self- 
Delight; and thus is three in one”, (meaning Pr, 
ſons;) For it follows, © and the Soul being the very 
Image and Likercſs of God, theſe Diſtinctions ca!» 
led Pu ſuns, muſt be more perfectly in Him than J n 
| - .. "m4 
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ue. And preſently after, Mr Moe tells us, that * St 


& Auſtin doth not make that Allegation from Genet, a 
* By-proot of his Doctrine of the Trinity; but ſaith, 
& it is the moſt ſure: And not obſcurely doth He cen- 
& ſure, though at a Diſtance, the many other imperti- 
nent and foreign Scripture-Proots alledg'd by many.” 
Thus it appears, in the Judgment” of St Auſtin, that 
there are three Perſons in Man; and theſe are the moſt 
ſure Foundation of our Belief in the Divine Trinity. 


Whether St Auſtin in his Tune might be pardonable tor 


calling the Faculties in the Mind of Man, Perſons, I 
know not ; but I think Mr Nye will be laugh d at tor 
following Him at this Time of Day. Sabzllianiſm 
was then, and plainly is now, the prevailing Noti- 
on; and ſomething muſt be ſaid in Defenſe of it: 
And whether the Explication cf St Auſtin and Mr Nye, 
or that of Sabellius himſelf be more rational, is hard 
to determine. I think Sabellius hath this Advantage, 
that He confin'd his Perſons to a Ternary ; whereas Mr 
Nye's run out into a Quaternary or Quinquenary, &c. 
And there are, according to his Scheme, as many Per- 
ſons as Attributes in God. However, it was a luck 

Verſe which St Auſtin light on, and better for his Pur- 
poſe than thoſe Words of the ſame Chapter where God 
is repreſented ſpeaking, God ſaid &c. and particular- 
ly in the former part of the 26th Verſe, Let us make 
„Man, &c. Whence many eminent Divines have 
thought that God ſpoke to ſome other Perſon or Fer- 
ſons, who were concern d with him or under him in the 


Creation of the World. But, I gueſs, St A»ftin and 


Mr Nye are of Opinion that this Kind of Explication 
would go near to prove more Beings than one. It 
would not be proper to imagine God ſpeaking to a 
Mode, which 1s in Reality to Himſelf, 

As for the New Teſtament, Mr Nye doth not acknow- 
ledge the Trinity which our Lord himſelf taught his 
Diſciples in the Form of Baptiſm, immediately be- 
fore his Aſcent into Heaven: This is not his 1 5 
| . | | Neither 


EF - 

Neither that which St Paul taught when he ſaid, The 
Grace of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, and the Love of God, 
and the Commmion of the Holy Ghoſt be with you, 
2 Cor. 13, 14. He acknowledgeth, Fag. 150, © that 
the leſs wary Writers on this Article, generally prove 
* the Trinity, believed by the Catholick Church, by 
< ſuch Heads of Argument and ſuch Scripture- Texts up- 
on them, that, if in Truth they proved any Thing, 
** do prove three Divine Beings, Minds and Spirits.“ 
Sothat theſe Texts, with many others, too much fa- 
vour Dr Clarke and his Notion, to be made uſe of to 
prove Mr Nye's Trinity. *Tis honeſtly ſaid, that 
zf they prove any Thing, they prove againſt Him. What 
then, tor Inſtance, 1s the Meaning of the Baptiſmal 
Form delivered by our Saviour ? Why, according to 
Mr Me, Pag. 63, it implies thus much; namely, 
I baptize thee into the Acknowledgment, Obedi- 
* ence and Direction of God, as the univerſal Father; 
* of Jeſus Chriſt the Son of God, as the Meſſias 
* and Mediator ſent to direct us in the true Way to 
* Heaven; and of that Spiration or Inſpiration of 
God, by which He exciteth us to Good, and enables 
< us therein: For ſo (He tells ns) the-Ableſt, Critical, 
© Orthodox Interpreters underſtand both the Baptiſ- 
mal Form appointed by our Saviour, Matt. 28, 19, 
* and the uſual * St Paul to the Churches to 
< which he writes.“ 
that we are not baptis'd into the Belief of the Divine 
Trinity at all. The Father, 1s not the unbegotten 
Wiſdom, which is the Father of the ; but God 
with the external Denomination of Father, as Cauſe of 
all Things which are created: The Son, is the mere 
Man Jeſus Chriſt: The Holy Ghoſt, is nothing but 
the external Operation of God, or his Infſuence on the 
Minds of gocd Men. Could che rankeſt Socinian have 
interpreted this Form more favourably to his own 
Not ion? Had I as much good Manners as Mr Me, I 
might here return the Compliment he makes to n 

| that 


ere we are let to underſtand, 
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that differ from him, Pag. 59; and tell Him that tis 
only © Ignorance of the ancient Forms and Modes of 
* Speaking, that diſpoſeth Him ” and his critical In- 
terpreters to impoſe ſuch a Senſe on the Baptiſmal 
Form, Fuſtm Martyr, Apolog. 1, S 17, P. 25,5 33. 
P. 49. § 63, Fag. 95. expreſſing the Form wherein 
the baptiſed Perſons conſecrated themſelves to God, 
tells us, *© eyerviro v5 % 4 T4 IG iar je „ DE 
** conſecrate our ſelves to the unbegotten and impaſible 
* God;” And to the ſame Purpoſe in the other Pla- 
ces. Mr Me knows very well, that theſe Characters 
of unbegotten and impaſible were peculiar to the Perſoz 
of the Father, (whom therefore He ſtiles unbegotten In- + 
tellect or Wiſdom,). in Contradiſtinction to the aiyG- or 
Son, who was woeyerd; and mwyTh;s, Alſo the ancient 
baptiſmal Creed in the Apoſtolic Conſtitutions runs 
agreeably to Fuſtin ;, banriloum i; ira d be bre d- 
anF1ydy 0586p Tarr Reg loot, 7 TATE: 75 Neis d And This 
Chriſt is preſently after, 2, %,, d wmeartruoy ant- 
Ons Miro, dy e aiavauy U ,ę,ůãʒ FaTr3, t 
This is the Perſon whom, Mr Me calls Self-Knowledge 
or begotten Wiſdom. A little after, Bari N e 75 
TV:Uua, T0 oy 10v, TETES TOV mapjzanry, &c. This is either 
the third Perſon of the Divine Trinity, (which Mr 
Me calls Self-Complacence and beatifymg Self-Love,) or 
there is no ſuch in the Scriptures. That this was an- 


ciently underftood to be the true Meaning of the bap- 


tiſmal Form, we are elſewhere told in the fame Author, 
Lib. th, Chap. 41. $4uTz5 % &Mijavs Td didi Jed Ju 
d i AHNν̃⁰νννẽ D. To theſe agrees Enſebins of 
Caſarea; who ſpeaking of the baptiſmal Creed, Ecc!e- 
fraſ. Tbeolig. Lib. 3. C. 5, 6. Pag. 173, 174, 175, thus 
expounds the Meaning of their being baptiſed in the 
Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt : The Father is the 65 0% dv$Jus, the God of 
Self-original Authority „the 6. 4Tixcpa Tor ur 02, A 
T% wovoerls 08 ανννννινανẽ¶.- u : The Son is oye Wag 
avs, 6 Gy og v A rares: The Holy Ghoſt is 72 
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radu myeoue, Kc. If this is not the Church's Tri- 
nity, I know not where Mr Nye will find it. And I 
cannot help telling Mr Nye, that though his Interpre- 
taticn<t Father and Son, _ in Reaſon (though not 


ag:ccab'y to Scripture) be allowed; tis Nonſenſe to- 


ſay we are baptiſed into the Name of a mere Inſpirati- 
on; Ard Tdefire Mr Nye to ſhew one Place of Scrip- 
ture where the Holy Gheſt or 73 dy Tree ever ſigni- 
Fes a bare Ir fluencc or Operation. His Diſtinction alſo 
between the Perſcr who is called God and Father in 
Scripture, and the Father who is the firſt Perſon in the 
Trinity; is trifling, and ſerves no Purpoſe but to 
breed Confuſion in the whole Sacred Writings. Tis 
plain that the Being or Perſon who is called God and 
Father in Scripture, as being the Creator and Preſerver 
of all Things; is alſo in a peculiar Manner the God 
and Father of the 59 or our Lord Jeſus Chriſt: And 


Mr Me muſt know, that according to the Stile of 
Scripture and Antiquity, Chriſt and the à5 f are one 


and the ſame Pez/5n ; What elſe means St Paul by ſay- 
ing, of whom according to the Fleſh Chrift came, who is 
over all God bleſſed for ever, Rom. 9. 5? that is, as 
being ihe 4 or Son of God. Mr Aye will find it 
diffcult, if at all poſſible, to prove his firft Perſon or 
Father, (beirg the Mede of unbegotten Wiſdom or In- 
tellect, diſtinct frem the Tei ſen who is God and Father 
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of all,) in Scripture: And tis obſervable that the on- 


Iy Argument he hath, is by way of Inference from 
the Account which St John gives in the Beginning of 
his Ccſpel, of the a4y@- or Word or Wiſdem being 
alſo called the cnly-begetten oh the Father. His Expo- 


ſiticn of the Beginning of the iſt Chap. of St Jubn's 


HSoſpel. runs thus; Pag. 51, 52. The & or Di- 
vine Wiſdom (That Wiſdom by which God is moſt 
F perfecly Felt-knowing, and which indeed inclu- 
* deth all Wiſdem,) was in the Beginning, or was 


always with God, -Nay the ſame was God; for God 


* and his Wiſdem, are not two Things, but one; The 
| * Wiſdom 
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*« Wiſdom of God being indeed no other Thing but 


God, knowing himſelt and all other Things: This 


is manifeſtly to ſay in other Words; in the Beginning 


was God, and God was with God, i. e. with Himſelf ; and 

God wasGod, 1, e. again, Himſelf. For, allowing with 
Mr Nye that God and his Wiſdom are not two, but 
one and the ſame Thing, as He expreſsly affirms ; 
this laſt, and no other, 1s the plain and natural Senſe 


of St Johns Words. It follows: © but here and in this 


„Way of ſpeaking of God, we intend by Wiſdom, 
* only the Divine SelfKnowledge; :for the Know- 
* ledge of other Things doth not enter, or (fo to 
© ſpeak) is no Part of God, as Self-Knowledge is.— 
This is recanting a little. Before, Wiſdom and God 
were one and the ſame Thing; now, in the next Sen- 
tence, it is only the Divine Self-Knowledge ; But yet 
this Self-Knowledge is (though not wholly God, ) Part 
(it ſeems) of the Divine Nature. Mr Nye ſeems here 
to have a good Mind to ſpeak out, and honeſtly to tell 


us, that, after all his cloſe Subtilty, He means no 


more by the Divine Perſons, than the Attributes of 
God, or of the Divine Nature; Why elſe does he ſay 
* that Self-Knowledge is {fo to ſpeak) Part of the Na- 
* ture of God? which is the ſame as if he had ſaid, 
an Attribute: For the Attributes of God give us par- 
tial and inadequate Conceptions of the Divine Nature, 
and fo are by us conceiv'd, as it were, Parts of God; 
being, in Reality, the Effects or Operations of the 
Divine Being upon it ſelf and other Things. If Mr 
Nye had any other Meaning, He ſhould not have ſaid 
that the Divine Perſons were, ſo to ſpeak, Parts of God, 
but each of them God, properly ſpeaking ; that is, the 
Divine Nature comprehending all Perfections: Other- 
wile (in his Way of ſpeaking) they cannot poſſibly 
be God in any Senſe at all. A little after He pro- 
cceds to ſay, © the World was made by him, or the 
„World was made thereby: It was only by the Wiſ⸗ 
dom that the World was or could be made. I ask My 

| G Me; 


(50) 
Me; Was it Wiſdom the Attribute, or Wiſdom the. 

Selt-Knowledge, that created the World ? He will un- 
doubtedly ſay, God created it by Wiſdom the Attri- 

bute, becaule this Wiſdom was an external Operation 

upon'Things exiſting without the Nature of God : How 

then can he ſay, his a«y@- or Self-Knowledge made it, 
unleſs they be the ſame ? Why; his Salvo for this, is, 
that his Wiſdom or Self- Knowledge includes all Wiſ⸗ 

dom, and confequently Wiſdom the Attribute. Here 
I may fairly retort upon Mr Me, that if Wiſdom, the 
Divine Seli-Knowledge, includes (as He faith) all Wiſ⸗ 

dom, Pag. 51; then it includes, not only Wiſdom 

the Attribute, but alſo the unbegotten Wiſdom which 
is the Father. Where then is the Diſtinction of the 
Perſons ? Is it not a flat Contradiction, to ſay that one 
Perſon includes another, and yet is diſtin& from it? 
But can any Man, except Mr Me, conceive a Mode 
including an Attribute? or make a Diſtinction be- 
tween the Mode or Wiſdom by which God knows him- 
ſelf, and that by which He created the World ? Is it 
not plainly one and the ſame Attribute exercis d by 
an internal Operation on himſelf, and by an external 
Operation on the Creature? Mr Nye indeed is ſo mo- 
deſt as to own, Pag. 53, © It were indeed with us in the 
modern Tongues and preſent Modes of fpeaking, but 
* an odd way of delivering our ſelves; but the Antients 
4 much us d and even affected it; more eſpecially the 
* Platoniſts and the Gnoſtic or Philoſophic Jews ; and 
* St Fobn, we ſee, has adopted it into his Goſpel, *? 
As for St ohn, I dare venture to clear him from this 
Way of Speaking: And as for the Platoniſts and Phi- 
loſophic Jews, Mr Nye himſelf owns, Pag. 49, © that 
they deliver'd themſelves in this Doctrine obſcurely 
* and confuſedly, ſometimes making the internal Di- 
* ſtinctions in God mere Powers and Acts, and other- 
„ whiles Beings.” So that Mr Me cannot fix cer- | 
tainly on any. Meaning of theirs, for the Support of 
his Notion ;. And though He is not, yet They were par- 
_— donable z © 


(51) 
donable; wanting the Light of Revelation, which He 
may enjoy the Benefit of. However, this is the Foun- 
dation on which Mr Me, after St Auſtin, builds his 
Notion of the Trinity. And after all, it provides him 
with but one of his Perſons. To find out another, He 
hath no direct Scripture-Proof, but is forc'd to argue by 


Way of Inference, Pag. 53, © The avy& or internal 


* Wiſdom of God, is { He ſaith) the Son; and, in Con- 
* ſequence, the Divine Intellect is the Father, in this 
* Myſtical Way of ſpeaking concerning God.“ As to 
the third Perſon or Spirit, He confeſſeth, Pag. 54, 
„He knows not where certainly to find it in the 
* Scriptures in his Senſe: And in Pag. 62, He 
pitcheth on 1 Joh. 4. 8. God is Love; as the moſt 
e likely intended to refer to the internal Self- Love of 
« God, that maketh his Bleſſed neſs, and the third 
Perſon in the Trinity. Is it not now very ſtrange, that 
ſuch an ingenious and learned Perſon as Mr Me, (for 
Iwill give him what J believe to be his due Chara- 
cter,) ſhould build his Faith on ſuch an uncertain and 
obſcure Foundation; and this in oppoſition to that 
clear Light which the Scripture every where gives in 
the Matter? That, becauſe He is refolv'd, to under- 
ſtand St John ſpeaking of the ve, not of a Being 
or Agent figuratively expreſs'd, but of the abſtract 
Mode or indeed Attribute, Wiſdom ; he ſhould force 
himſelf to ſpin out of his own Brain, or that of St 
Auſtin's, ſuch a Cob-web-Scheme of Divinity, as muſt 
reduce the whole Scripture into Figure and Allegory 
to ſupport it; or elſe not pretend to rely upon it? 
Whereas, would He but underſtand the & to be a 
real Being, the Figure is very natural and eaſie, con- 
firm'd by the Context, which cannot be Senſe with- 
out it; and particularly by all thoſe Places, wherein 
N Chriſt is called God, which cannot be underſtood 
ut of a Divine Being united to his Humane Nature; 
if not alſo generally by thoſe Places, wherein He is 


ſtiled the Son of God, Then all would be eaſie and rea- 
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ſonable, as to the firſt and ſecond Divine Perſons. And 
with reſpect to the third, hath not Biſhop Prarſon and 
cther great Divines proved beyond all Poſſibility of 
Reply, that the Holy Spirit is a Divine Being, not a 
bare Spiration or Influence? Ard have they not, to 
prove him a real Perſon in this Senſe, urg d thoſe 
Texts, wherein He is call'd i; or HE. which a 
Mode or Attribute can in no Propriety be call'd ? 
Why then will Mr Me have the third Perſon of the 


Trinity, a pure Spiration, and not Being? and be 


contented, not to rely on Scripture, but on the Autho- 
rity of the Platoniſts and Philoſophic Jews (which at 
the ſame Time He owns are not to be rely d on,) ſup- 
pos d witkcut Grounds to be ſupported by St Fobn 
but eſtabliſn'd by St Auſtin, againſt the manifeſt Te- 
nor of all Antiquity before Him ? | 

I will now conſider how the Article of the Incarna- 


tion, cr God made Man, ſtands on Mr Nye's Hypo- 


theſis. Mr Me (I ſuppoſe) is very ſenſible, that ſhould 
He grant that the Divine Nature was indeed united to 
Man, though in the Perſon of the Son; it would not- 
withſtanding unavoidably follow, that the Father 
would be incarnate and conſequently Paſſible. For the 
Nature of the Father and the Son being the ſame indi- 
vidual Godhead or Being, it is impoſſible that the 
Nature ſhould be united to Man in one Mode or Per- 


ſen, and not in the other; becauſe all the Modes or 


Fer ſons are alike eſſentially in the Nature, nor can be 
ſeparated from it. So that Mr Nye is forc d to reject 


areal Incarnation, or that the Divine Nature was tru- 


Iy united to the Humane. The Reſult of his Not» 
on of the Incarnation, is Pag, 172; where he ſays, in 
Atfiver to the learned Socinian, © I do not believe our 
* Author will think fit to deny, that the Divine Na- 
* ture (or God) was and is in our Saviour, - by a ge- 
* neral miraculgus Concourſe, and Exertion of Divine 


* perfections and Attributes in Him and by Him, 


though not equally at all Times; or that the Hu- 
. manity 


(4 


* manity is under the Direction of God indwelling, 
* as the Body is of the Soul.” He goes on; © I do 
« not fear that he can ſhow that this is not the real 
and whole Meaning of the Church, when ſhe faith, 
© God incarnate; or, [eſus Chriſt is not a mere Man, 
* but is God-Man. ” As I take this to be the Expli- 
cation which Sabellius gave of the Incarnation ; ſo I do 
not ſee but the learned Socinian which Mr Me hath 
to deal with, hath Reaſon to acquieſce in it: I think 
he may acknowledge it, and be a Socinian ſtill. The 
Incarnation (it ſeems, in the Opinion of Mr Me,) is 
only an extraordinary Manifeſtation of the Divine 
Perfections in the Man Jeſus Chriſt ; and This He calls 
an Incarnation and Hypoſtatical Union of the Divine Na- 
ture with the Humane, Pag. 171 ; © becauſe in Scrip- 
* ture, God or the Father is Gia to dwell, to abide, or 
* inhabit in and with Feſus Chriſt, but never in any o- 
ether Perſon, Pag. 167, 168. Yet we read, Fob. 14, 
23, Feſus anſwered and ſaid unto him, if a Man love Me, 
be will keep my Words, and my Father will lov? him, 
and we will come into him, and make our Abode with 
Him: Here God is ſaid Herl my" und . (or u . 
I Joh. 3, 24, And he that keepeth his Commandments, 
dwelleth in Him, and He in Him, and hereby we know that 
He abideth in ns, &c; Here God is ſaid wivey iv aung. 
Chap. 4, 4, Te are of God, Little Children, and have o- 
vercome them; becauſe greater is He that is in you, than 
He that is in the World + Here God is called, 5% 
vu. Ver. 12, If we love one another, God dwelleth 
in us, and his Love is perfected in us: So alſo ver. 13, 15, 
16. Again, Iſa. 57, 15, I dwell, with him alſo that it 
oß an bumble and contrite Spirit. Here it is obſervable; 
that the Hebrew expreſſeth Dwelling by Schachan, which 
5 Word hath the full Import of et Or ir : The 
Schekinab or Inhabitation of the Divine Glory is deriv'd 
from it, and probably this Greek Word tax1rexw, Are 
not theſe plain Scripture-Expreſſions of God's indwel- 
ling, inhabiting, abiding in his People; and as em- 
phatical as thoſe brought by Mr Me to prove the Incar- 
1. i | natt- 
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nation of Chriſt ? Are they not the very ſame and full - 
as Clear, as thoſe which he hath urged for Proof of the 


Incarnation ? Do theſe then prove an Incarnation ? 
No ſurely ; Why then doth Mr Me firſt erroneouſly 
{ay, © that ſuch kind of Expreſſions belong not to any 
** Perſon or mere Man, but Jeſus Chriſt only: and alſo 
* that they are as emphatical and expreſſive of what 
* the Church believes in the Matter, as Incarnation 
* or God-Man, Pag. 167, 168? Mr Me had other 
Scriptures at hand, which with Submijhon I think 
more emphatical Proofs of the Incarnation. The Word 
was made Fleſh, Joh. 1, 14. Of whom as concerning the 
Fleſh Chrift came, 8c. Rom. 9. 5. He was made in 
the Likeneſs of Man, and bemg found in Faſhion as a 
Man, &c. Philip. 2; 7, 8. For as much then as the (Hil- 
dren are Pattakers of Fleſh and Blood, He alſo him- 
ſelf likewiſe took part of the ſame, &c. For verily He 
took not on Him the Nature of Angels, but He took on 
Him the Seed of Abraham. Wherefore in all Things 
it behoved Him to be made like to his Brethren, &c. 
Heb. 2; 14, 16, 179. Theſe in my poor Judgment I 
ever eſteem d the cleareſt and fulleſt Scripture-Proofs, 
if not the only ones, of a Divine Incarnation : And 
theſe I think prove more than a ſimple Manifeſtation 
of the Divine Perfections in the Humane Nature. 


They prove as much as when we ſay, the Humane 


Soul 1s united to the Body. For I cannot but look up- 
on the aty@& to be, after the Incarnation, as much a 


compound Perſon as Man is; that the Humane Fleſh | 
ĩs inſeparably united to the Divine Nature. And I ſee * 
no Abſurdity in affirming and believing that the 9 1 
or Son of God is a corporeal as well as incorporeal e- 
ing or Perſcn, Such an Incarnation as this, will by no 
Means agree with Mr Nye's Notion, and would (in his 
Way) intreduce the monſtrous Abſurdity of making 


the Father or unbegotten God incarnate, by ſuppoſing 


him the ſame individual Being with the begotten Son : | 
And therefore Mr Nye Fo d it not his Advantage to 
o far as thoſe Texts, had * 

made 


carry the Incarnation 
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made uſe of them, would have in Reaſon led him 
to. Yet notwithſtanding, Mr Me, after all his Cau- 
tion in the Method of his own imaginary Incarnati- 
on, muſt believe the Father and Holy Spirit incarnate 
as well as the 9 or Son. Which I thus prove upon 
him. Mr Me believes that all Divine Perfections were 
manifeſted in Jeſus Chriſt by the Incarnation of the 
aiy@& ; and proves it from Coloſſ. 2, 9, In Him dwelleth 
all the Ballet of the Godhead bodily. This he interprets 
of the Divine Nature including all Perfections. I would 
know from Mr Nye, whether the aiy@, or Wiſdom 
incarnate, includes all the Divine Perfections: if it 
does, then it includes Self- Intellect, and Self-beatify- 
ing Love; and then the three Perfoxs are at once not 
only incarnate, . but totally confounded : If it does 
not; then Self-Intelle&, and Self- Complacence muſt 
be equally manifeſted in Jeſus Chriſt with Self- Know- 
ledge; or elſe the Fullneſs of the Godhead, (which 
without theſe cannot be complete,) or all Divine Per- 
fections were not manifeſted in Him: But if theſe were 
alſo manifeſted in Him, then was the ff and third 
Perſon equally incarnate with the ſecond. And truly 
one would think that Mr Nye did verily believe the 
Incarnation of God the Father, as much as of God the 
Son ; nay of the two, the former and not the latter, 
(except inclufively :) For it the Texts he makes uſe of, 
prove any Thing; it muſt be That. His firſt and 
chief Proof 1s, Foh. 14, 10. The Father that dwelleth 
in Me, He doth the Works, The reſt are alluded to 
for the ſame Purpoſe, being Exprejſions of God the 
Father's dwelling or abiding or inhabiting in and with 
Chriſt. Whence tis manifeſt, that if theſe prove an 
Incarnation, (as He faith they do ; with what Reaſon, 
I have already conſider d,) tis plainly of God the 
Father, not the Son of God; (unleſs, as I ſaid, inclu- 
ſively ; they being according to his Notion, one In- 


dividual :) So that Mr Nye hath proyed himſelf either 
Heretical or abſurd. And indeed I think he is one of 


the 


| O WJ 
the moſt unfortunate Men in proving Doctrines from 
Scripture, that J have met with. MNoetus, and his 
Brood the Sabellians, were in this Point at leaſt more 
reaſc nable than Mr Nye; They ſaw thoſe plain Ab- 
ſurdities, and therefore (as Tertullian aſſures us) round- 
Iy deny d the Hypeſtatical Union or real Incarnation 
of Ged, being ſenſible they could no otherwiſe come 
of: from that Charge of the Orthodox, of their being 
Pat: i-poſtays., If Mr Me will perſiſt in his Notion ot 
the 1:1-1ty, I would adviſe him to do fo too; and 
ct covertly ard fallaciouſly in Senſe, but ingenuouſ- 
ly and in plain Terms tell ns, that there is no Incar- 
nation; and no lor ger go on to ſhame himſelf, much 
leſs bi ing in the Church for a Sharer of the Abſurdi- 
ty ard Ignominy of his Notion : For he hath not 
ꝓrov d, nor ever can prove, that he holdeth the Pro- 
eien of the Church in this Doctrine. 
Thus I have conſider d Mr Me's Notion of the In- 
-carraticn, and judge it tar ſhort of the true Scripture» 
Revelation in this Matter; and in Reality, no In- 
carnation at all. The true Incarnation, I think, is, 
that the 59 & or Son of God, being a real Perſon or 

Intelligent Agent, deſcended properly from Heaven, 
and teck on him our Nature, ſo as to be truly Man 
as well as God: That He emptied himſelf fo far, as 
to lay aſide his Original and connate Glory, and take 
upon bim the Imperfections and Infirmities of our 
Flcſh, to ſuffer and to dye for us. This alſo I take 
to be the Senſe of our Church in the Matter. And 
any one will eaſily fee, that it is impoſſible for ſuch 
an Incarnation ever to have been according to Mr 
Me's Scheme, which ſuppoſeth the three Divine Per- 
ſens to be Modes of one individual numerical Being. 
What I have further to offer againſt Mr Mess 
Scheme, is, in general, that it can by no means be 

reconcil'd to Scripture. Joh. 6. 28, Icame down from 

Heaven (faith our Lord himſelf) not to do my own 

Vill, but the Will of him that ſent me, Here tis pam 
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the Perſon ſent, had a Will individually diſtin& from 
his that ſent Him; and tis Nonſenſe to ſay a Mode 
came or was ſent, to do or not to do his own Wall. 
Therefore it muſt be an 1 Being or Agent, 
and conſequently cannot be the ſame with that which 
ſent him, unleſs the ſame individual Being could 


ſend himſelf, and do his own Will and not his own 


Will at the ſame Time. The ſame Contradiction 
follows from all thoſe Texts, which ſpeak of God 
ſending his Son into the World, or of the Son's com- 
ing or being ſent into the World, if they are un- 
derſtood according to Mr Nye's Notion. Fob. 17, 
5, our Lord faith, O Father, glorify Me---with the 
Glory which I had with thee before the World was; 
with Reſpe& to that Nature which was before glo- 


' rious in the Shekinab of God, but had emptied itſelf 


by taking Humane Nature, and deſir d to be reinveſt- 
ed with its Original Form of God. Cou'd this be 
ſaid of a Mode? And of the Humanity it cou'd 
not: Therefore it muſt be of a divine Being, which 
was in a glorify'd State with God, from whom it was 
deriv'd before the Foundation of the World. The 
Aiy@- 1s call'd by St Paul, God, as Son of God, Heb. 
I, 8; and at the ſame Time v. 9, is anointed; or, 
in the Words of our Lord himſelf, Sanfify'd and ſent 


into the World, Is not He that ſanctifies, one Be- 


ing; and he that is ſan&ify'd, another and Subor- 
dinate? Elſe how comes that ſaying of St Faul to be 
true, Heb. ), withont all Contradiction, the Leſs is bleſs 
Jed of the Greater? Can a Mode be fanQify'd ? or can 


God, even the Father, ſanctify himſelf? Is not God 


the Father call'd all over Scripture, the One and 
only and only true God, and God over all not except- 
ing the Son Himſelf? Is not the Son alſo call d Gud? 
How then can this poſſibly be true, if either the 
Son and Father be no Beings at all, or one and 
the ſame Being? The firſt is evidently abſurd: and 
if the latter be true, then is the Son the one and 
N only 


4 (389 
only God, and conſequently the Father is not; which 
is contrary to Scripture: Or elſe they are one and 
the ſame Perſon, which is (if poſſible) more contra- 
ry and abſurd. So that the Son being God, muſt 
be ſo in an inferior Senſe, as a diſtinct ſubordinate 
Being. And this is very eaſie to be conceiv'd and 
prov'd from Scripture, which aſſures us that the 
Son, tho' God, is begotten or derivd from the 
Father, who is alone unbegotten and underiv'd ; 
and alſo depends, in his very Nature, on the Fa- 
ther, as the Original and Cauſe of it. I live by the 


Father, ſaith our Lord. They that think the Son, 


becauſe he is called God, muſt for that Reaſon be 
not only equal but individually the ſame God 
with the Father; do not well conſider, firſt, that 
the Scripture no where ſaith they are equal, but the 
Contrary, Jeb. 14; 28; Never that They are one God, 
or cue Being, or one Perſcn : Secondly, that tis no 
wonder the Scriptures ſhou'd be ſilent, becauſe the 
Thing is abſolutely impoſſible and contrary to 
Reaſon: Thirdly, that tis neither contrary to Scrip- 
ture nor Reaſon, but the familtar Stile of the for- 
mer, to give Superiority to one Being over ano- 
ther, at the ſame time that it calls Both God, 
Heb. 1; 8, 9: and this, becauſe the Word God be- 
ing plainly relative not abſolute, and implying 
Dominion, may be communicated; but both Scrip- 
ture and Reaſon aſſure us that there is but one Perſon 
LJ eg ſupreme God over all. As for the third di- 
vine Perſon, He being ſufficiently prov'd to be an 
intelligent Agent, not Mode or immanent Act only, 
1s plainly reveal'd to be ſubordinate to the other two: 
He is the Spirit of both Father and Son; ſent by both; 
receiving his Nature and all his Perfections from the 
Father by the Son, and ſo from both. This I think 
is a clear and eaſy Account of the Doctrine of the 
Trinity; Nothing in it ſhocking to Scripture or Rea- 
ſon. But on the other Hand, if Mr Me's ts 
| e 
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be true; then Scripture can be no longer a Rule of 
Faith, or ever reconcild to Humane Reaſon which 
makes it to be ſo. 

I will conclude my Conſiderations of Mr Mess 
Scheme of the Trinity, by ſhowing briefly that it is 
contrary to the Profeſſion K our Church in her Creeds 
and Liturgy and Articles. If Mr Me holds (which 
ſeems to be his general and moſt approv'd Notion, ) 
that the three divine Perſons are only three Modes of 
the divine Nature in the abſtra& Senſe, without condt- 
dering the Nature at all; tis contrary to the Nicene. 
Creed, which calls the © Father, God Almighty ; 
* Teſus Chriſt, Gcd of God; and the Holy Ghoſt, 


e the Lord and Giver of Life”: alſo to that Part of 


the Creed aſcrib'd to Athanaſius, which ſtileth each 
divine Perſon diſtinctly God and Lord; and to the 
three Firſt Petitions of the Litany; and to many other 
Places of the Liturgy; and to the 1, 2d, and 5th Ar- 
ticles. This appears, becauſe in Mr Nye s Arcepta- 
tion, God means the divine Nature; and conſequently 
the divine Perſons, being pure abſtra& Modes and not 
Beings or Natures, cannot with any Propriety he 
call'd any of them ſingly, God or Lord. If He ſaich, 
the divine Perſons are not mere abſtract Modes, but 
the one concrete divine Nature modify d after a three- 
fold manner, and conſider'd diſtinctly with each 
Mode; then his affirming one individual Subſtance 
in three P:rſons, is directly contrary to that Part of 
the Nicene Creed which ſaith the Son is begotten of the 
Father; For the meaning (ſays the Creed itſelf ) is, of 
the Subſflance of the Father : So that the Father, and the 
Subſtance of the Father, is the ſame thing; and by 
Conſequence, the Son and the Subſtarce of the Son, is 


the ſame thing alſo : The Creed therefore teaching that 


the Subſtance of the Son 1s begotten of the Subſtance 
of the Father, *tis impoſſible that they ſhould both 


have one individual Subſtance ; for ſo it would be begot- 


ten and not begotten, which is a manifeſt Contradicti- 
H 2 on. 


( 60 ) 
on. The Holy Ghc ſt proceeds from the Father and 
the Son, that is, agreeably to the foregoing Explica- 
tion, trom the Subſtance of the Father by the Son, 
and therefore cannot be the ſelf ſame, for that would 
be topreceed from it ſelt. That Part of the Creed aſ- 
cribed to Athanaſms, which ſaith that the Son is begot- 
ten, and the Holy Gboft proceeds; is to be underſtood in 
the ſame Senſe z For tis impoſſible that the individual 
Subſtance of God the Father ſhould be begotten, or 
proceed from it ſelf, So that whatever becomes of 


u., it is no Friend to Mr Me. With Reſpect to | 


the Incarnation of the Word or Sen of God, the Church 
faith in her ſecond Article © two whole and perfect 
Natures, ” (not a Mode, or a partial Conſideration of 
the Divine Nature and the Humane, but) © that is to 


* ſay,the Godhead and the Manhood, were joyned to 


** gether in one Perſon, never to be divided, whereof is 
one Chriſt, very God and very Man, who truly ſuf: 
b fered, was crucified, c. Its Creeds —. the 
Tame : The Nicene faith, that the © Son of God which 
came down from Heaven was incarnate and made 
* Man, and was crucified, &c.” That aſcribed to A. 
thanaſius ſaith, as the reaſonable Soul and Fleih is one 
„Man, ſo God and Man is one Chriſt.” Theſe Ex+ 
preſſions can never be fairly brought down to mean 
only a ſimple Manifeſtation of Divine Powers in the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus. They muſt ſigniſie a real and proper 
Incarnation, by which there is a Compoſition of two 
Natures intoone Perſon by a ſtrict and inſeparable Uni- 
on, like that of the Humane Soul with the Body. 


I have now done with Mr Me's Scheme; and ſhall 
according to my Deſign proceed to ſhow, that the In- 
conſiſtencies and Abſurdities which he pretends to find 


in Dr Carke's Notion drawn from his Scripture- Doctrine 


of the Trinity and Replies, are all owing to his own 


Miſtakes of the Doctor's Meaning, and to the falſe 
Concluſions he has built upon them. Mr Me en- 
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deayours to prove, that Dr Clarke's Books advance the 
Doctrine of Tritbeifm ; which he fixeth upon him, one 
of theſe two Ways: The Doctor (He ſaith) teacheth 
three equal Divine Beings in Nature and Perfections, 
and theſe he maketh one God, not 1n Number, but 
by a mutual, joint, political Government, the com- 
mon Name of which 1s God, This he takes to be the 
Doctor's general Notion, Or elſe it God be the Name 
of One Being only, it is given by the Doctor to the 
Father or f/ Perſon by Way of Eminence, not in Na- 
ture or Powers, but Order and Derivation only: Be- 
cauſe the firſt Perſon alone is ſelf-exiſtent and underi- 
ved, the other two dependent and derived; fo that 
ſtill, while the Natures and Powers are held abſolutely 
equal, the Difference of the Manner of Exiſtence can- 
not hinder their being, abſolutely ſpeaking, Three 
Gods, Hence, either Way, the Doctor 1s guilty of 
profeſſing Tritheiſm. This is the Strength of Mr Nye's 
Reaſoning : And could he faſten this Charge on Dr 
Clarke upon juſt Grounds and clear Conviction, I 


ſhould think the Doctor to have miſtaken the Senſe 


of Scripture and of the Catholick Church as much as 
Mr Nye hath, and be far from entertaining a good 
Opinion of his Books. Let us therefore examine the 
Foundation on which he builds fo grievous a Charge 
againſt Dr Clarke. With Reſpect to the ff Notion, 
he cites the Dr ſaying, Pig. 232 of the Scripture-Doc+ 
trine; © The Reaſon why the Scripture, though it 
** ſtiles the Father God, and alſo ſtiles the Son God, 
yet at the ſame Time declares that there is but oe 
God, is, becauſe in the Monarchy of the Univerſe 
* there is but one Authority, original in the Father, 
derivative in the Son.” Alſo Pg. 292: © The 
** Honours paid to Chriſt or the Son, are not ſo much 
** upon the Account of his Metaphyſical Eſſence or 
** Subſtance, and abſtract Attributes; as of his Bene- 
© fits, and of his Attributes relative to us, and his Au- 
)* thoxity and Dominion over us. After this Man- 

ner 


( 62 ) 
ner the Doctor ſpeaks alſo of the Father. Again, Pag. 
296, © The Reaſon why the Son in the New Teſta- 
** ment is ſometimes ſtiled Gol, is not ſo much upon 
Account of his Metaphyſical Subſtance, how Divine 
* {oever ; as of his relative Attributes and Divine Au- 
** thority over us Elſewhere he giveth him © all 
* Divine Powers,except Supremacy and Independency.” 
From theſe Paſiages Mr Nye infers, Pag. 19, 24, 37, 
the Doctor's Notion of God to be, not the Name of 
a particular Being, but of a ſocial Government or A- 
riſtocracy managed by three equal Divine Beings. For 
the laiter Notion, he quotes the Doctor ſaying in his 
Scripture- Docti ine, Pag. 428, The Godhead of the 
Father, cf the Son, and ot the Holy Ghoſt, is (af, 
** Armed in the Creed to be) all one, on Account that 
the Divinity of the Son and Spirit, is no other, than 
* what is communicated to them by the Father as the 
* only Self- xiſtent Original.“ More particularly, the 
Places on which the ſuppoſed Equality is founded, are 
Scripture- Dacti ine Pag. 44.2, © The Son (ſaith the Au- 
thor of the Creed) is equal to the Father as touch- 
“ing his Godhead :” (that 1s, faith Dr Clarke) © as 
** much equal to the Father, as he that derives his 
* Effence and Being from another, can be equal with 
< him from whom 1t 1s derived : In a Word; the Son 
<« 3s equal to the Father in every ſuch Senſe, as is con- 
ce ſiſtent with the foregoing Words of this Creed, the 
Son is of the Father. And preſently after: gene, 
< the Divine Power, Dignity, Dominion, and other 
« Attributes, (of which only the Scripture fpeaketh, ) 
& can be and are communicated (in an ineffable and in- 
e comprehenſible Manner) to the Son; but not the 
© 7 &y4mnrov, or to be underi ved. Pag. 298, The 
$ Scripture giveth to the Son all the higheſt Titles 
c and greateſt Things, even ſuch as include all Divine 
Powers, except abſolute Supremacy and Independen- 
« cy.” And in the Replies, Pag. 81, © Chriſt is by 


Nature truly God, as Man is by Nature truly Man; 
| | * wot! | 
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not indeed God ſelf-exiſtent and unoriginated, (for 
© that is peculiar to the Father,) but as having by 
&© that Nature which he derives from the Father, true 
* Divine Power and Dominion over all, in Subordi- 
e nation to the Father, who, (as it foilows,) is abſo- 
* lutely of himſelf Supreme. Laſtly, Scripture-Do- 
“ Frine, Pag. 441, The three Divine Perſons (faith 
© the Compiler of the Creed) are co-equal ;” that is, 
(faith Dr Clarks) © by a plenary Communication 
* from the Father te the other two Perſons, of Power, 
* Knowledge, Diguity, and all other communicable 
« Attributes and Perfections. Theſe are the chief 
Subjects ot Mr Nye's Reflections in his 1ſt, 2d and 3d 
* Se&ions ; And from theſe Paſſages he thinks he hath the 
Doctor ſure, that he hath own d in the Godhead three 
% Perſons or Beings, of equal Nature and Perfections; and 
that to theſe, as jointly and equally concerned in the Go- 
vernment of the Univerſe, the Name God is aſcribed ; 
it being generally (He faith) us'd by the Doctor as a 
Name not of one Being or P-7ſon, but of a political So- 

ciety: Or however, if the Doctor doth ſometimes give it 


by Way of Eminence to the Perſon of the Father ſingly, 


: as the Supreme underiv'd Being; yet tis not (He ima- 
gines) to denote any Superiority in Eſſence or Powers a- 
bove the other two who are equally God by Nature, but 
only to ſhow a Priority of Order with Reſpect to the 
3 Manner of Exiſtence, the Father being underiv'd, the 
Son and Holy Spirit deriv d, and ſo far forth ſubordinate, 
but no further, they all being of the ſame Kind both as 
to Subſtance and Attributes. As I am perſuaded that 
neither theſe nor any other Paſſages in DrClar le s Books, 
carry in them {uch \icaning as Mr Me hath fix'd upon 
them; fol believe the Doctor did not think that He had 
expreſs d himſelf, in a manner capable of being fo much 
miſunderſtood. Several of the Doctors Opponents (as 
Mr Me obſerves) have turn'd his Sence cuite the 
other Way, and rank'd him amongſt the 4:75; Rut 

Mr Me ſaith, they are all miſtaken; He is no Ar ian, but 
| Tritheift, 
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Tritheif, And Mr Nye ſeems to me to be no leſs mi: 
taken, than the others. That which I take to be the 
Foundation of Mr Nye's Error concerning Dr Clarke's 


Scheme, is, that He hath not rightly and fully con- 


ſider d the Deſign of his Scripture Doctrine &c. Which 


was not to conſider God, or any of the Divine Fr- 


ſons, as they are abſolutely in themſelves; or to raiſe 
Diſputes about their Metaphyſical Subſtance or Eſ- 
ſence; but to lay before his Readers what appear'd 
to him to be the Scripture-Do@rine concerning the 
Trinity; and to build thereupon ſuch Propoſitions or 


* 


Conſequences, as ſeem d unavoidably to follow fro 


the Tenor of Revelation in this Matter. The Scrip- 


ture then being the Revelation of God by his Attri- 


butes relative to us; the higheſt Things ſpoken of 


him which concern Us, are his being our Creator, Re- 
deemer, Sanctifier, Judge: The conſequent Powers 
relating to thoſe Offices, are Omnipotence, Omniſci- 
ence, Wiſdom, Holineſs, Juſtice, Mercy. Tis plain 
that thoſe Attributes, as founded on ſeveral Texts of 
Scripture, are to be underſtood in That Senſe only, in 
which they are reveal d; that is, ſo far as concern the 
above-{aid Off ces and Dignities. The Perſon or Be- 


| Ivg to whom all thoſe Characters are aſcrib'd, is God, 


by the Title ct Father only; but yet He doth not act 
alone, or immediately in Perſon, but by other two di- 
vine Perſons call'd his Son and Spirit. All thoſe Of- 
fices and Powers are therefore aſcrib'd to them, becanſe 
God even the Father doth them by theſe, or they do 
them by Power piven to them from God. And for 


this Cauſe alſo it is, that tho in Scripture the Son 


and Spirit are ſpoken of as divine Perſons, yet the Fa- 
ther hath always the Title of the one and only and on- 
ly true God given him, as being Alone Supreme in 
the Government of the Univerſe, the others acting 
by derivative Pcwer from Him. This is the moſt 
lain, current Doctrine of Scripture. When therefore 

r Clarke ſaith, all divine Powers are given * 
on, 


"CRF 

© Son, and to the Spirit; muſt he not neceſſarily 
mean Powers relating to their ſeveral Offices, and not 
as they are abſolutely in the Metaphyſical Nature. of 
God, in which Diſpute he is no way concern d? With 
what Reaſon then or Fairneſs, do's Mr Nye argue, 
that, becauſe Dr Clarke ſaith that the © higheſt 
* Things ſpoken of God in Scripture are aſcrib'd to 
** the Son, excepting abſolute Supremacy and In- 
* dependency; he muſt mean that the Son is equal 
to the Father in Nature and all abſolute Perfections? 
Whereas his plain Deſign was not to ſpeak of the Na- 
ture or abſolute Perfections of God, but only of his 
relative Attributes with Reſpect to his Creatures, 
which can be and are communicated. I fancy Mr 
Nye himſelf will not be fo abſurd, as to affirm that 
the Metaphyſical Subſtance or Eſſence of God can be 
R communicated either individually or in Kind: Why then 
!* ſhou'd he impoſe the latter upon fo learn'd and Ju- 
dicious a Writer as Dr Clarke is known to be? Well; 
but Dr Clarke hath explained what the Compiler of 
ti Athanaſmuss Creed teaches concerning the three divine 
» Perſons being coequal, by a © plenary Communi- 
** cation from the Father to the other two Perſons (who 
* are deriv'd from him,) of Power, Knowledge, 
* Dignity, and all other communicable Perfections: 
"Tis true; but at the ſame Time he exprelly tells us, 
that he doth *©* not mean in ſuch a Senſe as three co- 
** orcinate Independent Beings are equal to each o- 
Ather, or as one and the ſame Being under different 
*© Denominations is equal to itſelf : For the firſt of 
* theſe Senſes deſtroys the Unity of God, and the 
* ſecond introduces a total Confuſion of Perſons * 
* But in ſuch a Senſe, as one or more Perſons can be 
* equal to another from whom they derive their Being; 
* in ſuch a Senſe, (as it follows Pag. 442,) © as He 
* which plenarily exerciſeth Another's Power, and 
* has receiv'd from Him (in an ineffable manner) all 
* communicable Perfections, can he ſaid to be e- 
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* qual to Him whoſe Power He exerciſeth,” Had 
Mr Me well conſider d this, he woud not have 
charg'd the Doctor with Tritheiſm. Does He not in 
Words diſclaim it as much as poſſible, and in Senſe 
clearly avoid it? Does He not ſay, the Communica- 


tion is of communicable Perfections, ſuch as the Scrip- 


ture ſpeaks of? And do's the Scripture, any moxe than 
Dr Clarke, ſpeak of the divine Nature of the Father 
being communicated to the Son, cr of their Being 
equal in Fri fedlious? Still it cannot be denyed, (he will 
reply) but that the Doctor ſaith, that the Son is 
God by Nature, as truly as Man is Man by Na- 
ture; and does not this amount to an abſolute E- 
quality ? Is © there any more Difference between the 
* three Divine Perſons, than an Humane Father and his 
Sons of the ſame Kind? ” How oft muſt Dr Clarke 
tell Mr Me, that! God is not a complex Name of a Spe- 
* cies; * that © the three Perſons are not coordinate; 
for then they muſt be cqually Independent andSupreme ? 
In what ſenſe then is Chriſt God by Nature? Mr Nye 
himſelf can ſometimes diſtinguiſh between Powers de- 
rivd to a Being partially and by the free Grace of God, 
and Powers connate with the Nature: Let us ſee if this 
Obſervation will not untold Dr Clarke's Senſe here. 
Mr Nye hath been told over and over, that God 1s a 
relative Name, implying Dominion : Any Perſon 
therefore exerci ſing Divine Dominion, is, according 
to the Stile of Scripture, a Gol: So is Moſes, ſo are 
the Angels call'd: But theſe exerciſing it partially, 
and not permanently, but only in certain Emergen- 
cies by the gocd Pleaſure of God, are not Gods by 
Nature, but by Grace: Pe. our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ha- 
ving all Divine Powers ſuitable to his Office and Cha- 
racter, derived to him (according to the incomprehen- 
ſible Power and Will cf the Father) permanent- 
ly with his Nature, may upon that Account juſtly be 
ſtiled God by Nature. Let Mr Nye prove, if he can, 


that Dr Clarke, or that the Scripture, declares any more. 


From 
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From this ſhort View I think it is apparent, that Mr 


Me hath not well conſidered, or not well underffood, 


Dr Clarke's Scheme; when he ſuppoſes him (Eng. 27,) 
to make the three Divine Pe ſuns abſolutely coequaland 
coordinate in Nature and Perfections. Nor is it at all 
truly or reaſonably ſaid, Pag. 36, 37; *© ſeeing they 
(the Divine Fr ſons) have all the ſame Powers and 
*© Offices ; and that, in their Perſonal Characters, they 
differ only as deriv'd and underiv'd, as doth a Hu- 
** mane Father and his Sons; how can we avoid the 
** Conſequence, that they are as equally Gods, and are 
* three Gods, as a Humane Father and his Sons are 


< equally Men, and three Men?” Where doth Dr 


Clarke ſay, they have all the ſame Offices and Powers ? 
doth He not, according to Scripture, deſcribe and diſ- 
tinguiſ them by their proper Perſonal Characters, Offi- 
ces and Powers? Mr Me conteſleth it. Hath the Son 
the Supreme Power of ſending, or is He the immediate 
Sandifyer ? Is the Holy Spirit the Redeemer, or Fudge? 
or is the Father ſent ? or are either Son or Spirit medi- 


ated to? As for their differing in Nature, only as de- 


ivd and under iv d; That alone ſhows that it is impoſ- 
ſible that their Natures ſhou'd be ſtrictly and meta- 
phyſically the ſame either in.Kind or Number. The 
Argument from divine to Humane Nature, is trifling ; 
becauſe fir ff, the Divine Nature is abſolutely Infinite, 
and fo cannot poſſibly admit of a ſpecies : And fecondly, 
in the Humane Nature there is no individual underiv'd, 
if there was, it wou'd be equally impoſſible that there 
ſhou'd. be another of the ſame Eſſence or Kind deriv'd 
as it is in the Divine; for then the Eſſence of that 
other wou'd be nde ivd alſo, which is a Contradicti- 
on: And third, in the Humane Nature, a Son does not 
at all truly derive his Being from his Father, as Mr Nye's 
Argument always ſuppoſes; but the Parent is merely 
an inſtrumental Cauſe. Thus I think it appears, that 
Ur Clarke is no Tritheiſt: And therefore the Title of the 
one God given in Scripture to the Perſon of the 3 
12 
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ther only, is in ſome higher Reſpect than his being 

the Firft in Order (as underiv d) of three Equals: It 
implies, that God the Father hath inherent and eſſen- 
tial Powers, which the Son and Spirit have not; that 
He is their God, and ſo, according to the Words of 
our Saviour, Greater than They. What mov'd Mr Nye 
to think that, in Dr Clarks Scheme, God generally 
ſtood for the Name of a ſocial Government, I know 
not. The Doctor hath plainly told him, Fag. 304, 
Ihe Word Godin Scripture never ſignifies a complex 
** Notion of more Perſons than one; but always means 
© one Perſcn only. Ard in Pag. 428, © God is not a 
Being compounded of three Perſons.” And in the 
Replies, Pag. 119, The Title Lord God, in the com- 
mon and Natural Apprehenſion of Mankind, is a 
< Perſonal Character, &c.” conſequently cannot be- 
long ſingly to more Perſons than one. His ſaying 
that in theſe Caſes the Doctor means by Perſons, dia- 
critical Properties, not Beings ; is either groſs Miſtake, 
or ridiculous Banter: He knows well enough, that 
the Doctor doth not allow his Modes, upon any Ac- 
count, the Name of Perſons. Hath not the Doctor more- 
over told him, that wherever in Scripture there is menti- 


on of the one God or only God,orGod abſolutely by Way 
of Eminence, it always means the Perſon, that is, the 


Being of the Father only ? See Pag. 245, 265. 

Mr Nye hath another Argument left, whereby to 
maintain his Charge of Tritheiſm againſt Dr Clarke , 
and he ſeems to place much Confidence it 1t : It occurs 
Pax. 91, The Churches (He ſaith) have always held, 
that who can make and govern the Univerſe, are as 
* truly and perfectly Gods, as Man can conceive. To 
* have ſaid of the Son and Spirit, they are Makers of 
* the World, (of the Kinds in it, as well as of the grand 
Palace it ſelf,) is to lay as much and as high of them, 
ce as it is poſſible to ſay or to conceive of any other 


* Being however nam d: becauſe the whole that we 


* know, or can any Way apprehend of God, his 
Powers or Perfections, is but only what we can 5 
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* fer from his Work of Creation. From theſe Reaſon: 
* ings, the Churches have always concluded, that the 
% Arian Hereſy is coincident with Tritheiſm; and is 
indeed but only a more abſurd and leſs defenſible 
&« Tritheiſm.” "This is Mr Nye s Argumentum Pulmari- 
um, upon which the gaining or loſing of his Cauſe 
chiefly depends. I will not take upon me the Patronage 
of Arianiſm, nor do I think it concern d in this Argu- 
ment. But I anſwer; that we can never certainly 
conclude, that making of the World proves the 1mune- 
diate Framer of it to be God abſolutely in the higheſt 
Senſe, unleſs we can prove that all the Ideas we have, 
or can poſſibly frame of God, be united in theComplex 
Idea of this Creation; that 1s to ſay, unleſs Infinite 
Power, Knowledge, and Wiſdom be all _ and 
quite exhauſted in this Work of the Univerſe : If fo, I 
truſt Mr Nye will ſee, that he hath prov'd the World 
to be abſolutely infinite, an Abſurdity too groſs for the 
Church to ws ra If then, as is ſelf-evident, a Power 
and Knowledge leſs than infinite (which are our big- 
geſt Ideas of God,) is ſufficient for raiſing this great 
(but ſtill finite) Palace of the World and all the Kinds 
in it; tis Demonſtration that the immediate Former 
of it and them, need not to be God in the moſt ab- 
ſolute Senſe of infinite Being; but may himſelf be de- 
riv'd from the abſolutely infinite Being, with Powers 
ſufficient for this Work of Creation. "Tis Demon- 
ſtration, I think, that a Power one Degree greater 
than that which made the Univerſe, might produce the 
immediate Framer cf it: Not but that I wilFgrant,that 
the Power of our Lord 1s as much greater than That 
employ d in the Creation, as is poſſible; a ſure Argu- 
ment of which, is the Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit 
from the Father by the Son: But to ſuppoſe it abſo- 
lutely coordinate with that of the Father, is to ſup- 
poſe it to include that Power by which He himſelf 
was begotten; which is a manifeſt Contradiction. 
Nor is this at all weakening the Argument for the 


Proof 
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Proof of God, abſolutely ſpeaking, drawn from the 
Conſideration of the Creation: For the Truth of that 
Argument, doth not depend upon the Magnificence 
or Extent of the Creation, and ſtop there: but it pro- 
ceeds Bricfly from this; that becauſe ſomething exiſts 
and is plainly the Effect of Intelligence, therefore 
ſome intelligent Being muſt have been always, and 
abſolutely without Cauſe: and ſince what exiſts is 
fmite in Powers, we muſt neceſſarily proceed on till 
we come to ſomething abſolutely Infinite in all Per- 
fections. So that our Ideas of God, do not termi- 
nate with the Creation. I confeſs, had there never 
been any Divine Revelation, the Stupendous Work of 
the Univerſe wou dd have given us the higheſt Ap- 
prehenſions of God: but ſince it is plainly reveal d 
that it was created, not immediately by the Supreme 
God Himſelf in Perſon, but by another Perſon autho- 
riz d and empower'd thereunto by the Supreme God, 
who is alſo declar d to be the God and Father of this 
Subordinate Perſon by whom He acted; The higheſt 
| Notiop we (or perhaps any other Being) can poſſi- 
bly frame of God, is his being (according to divine 
Revelation) the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, who is himſelf both God and Man. So that 
Mr Nye's Apprehenſions of God, of bis Powers and 
PrrfeQions, interr'd from the Work of the Creation, 
are but low in compariſon of his being thought on 
as the God and Father of that Being, who, by the 
Snpreme Will and Authority of This bis God and Fa- 
ther, both created the World and redeem'd Man- 
kind. Thus, it no way appears that the Notion, 
which ſuppoſeth the Son of God the immediate Ma- 
ker of all Things, muſt neceſſarily render Him e- 
qual with the Perſon cf the Supreme God, his Fa- 
ther; and conſequently, tho' by Scripture Proof it 
ſuppoſeth him a diſtinct Being, yet it is not coinci- 
dent with Tritheiſm; but is a plain, reaſonable, and 
Scripture- Doctrine. Hence the Inconſiſtencies, which 
Mr 


Wap, 

Mr Nye thinks he has obſerv'd in Dr Clarke's Scheme, 
may eaſily be reconcild to Truth and Reaſon, Mr 
Nye obſerves, Fag. 45, that the Doctor will make 
his Readers much more eaſy, if he will ſhow them 
* how the Second divine Perſon or Being, the im- 
** mediate Maker of the Univerſe in his own Per- 
* ſon, and the Spirit Coequal to him in Power and 
* Knowledge; in ſhort, two vmnipotent and om- 
** niſcient Beings; ſhould pray and give Thanks, 
without any occaſion for either, in that themſelves 
are as omniſcient and omnipotent as the Father. 
* *Tis a wonderful Oeconomy which the Doctor pro- 
** poſeth among the divine Beings. No Father won'd 
** expect or receive ſuch unproper Obſervance, from 
his capable Sons; namely, that they do every 
** Thing by Appointment only; that they pray and 
give Thanks in Caſes for which themſelves are fut- 
<* ficient, as ſufficient as their Parent.” Again, Pag. 46; 
* that the Father, an omnipotent and omniſcient Be- 
ing, and therefore as ſufficient to the Univerſe, 
and to Himſelf, as ever ſo many more ſuch ; ſhould 
ebe diſpos'd to create, generate, or otherways to pro- 
* duce Rival Powers to Himſelf: Be they never ſo 
great or excellent, they are needleſs both to the 
* Father and to the World; and, being rival Powers 
* with free-Wills, tis not impoſſible, nay tis not 
e poſſible but, they ſhou'd Will ſometimes contrary 
* to one another; And of this, what wou'd be the 
* Conſequence?” Again, Pag.a7 ; © How the Almighty 
os f Maker of the Univerſe, as the Son (He 
c faith) is, ſhou'd be ſo diminiſhed and entirely emp- 
*© tied of his connate Powers and Perfections, by aſſum- 
“ing the Humane Fleſn; that, after the Incarnation, 
* He became unable to act, and nnqualificd to direct; 
« inſomuch that he lack d the Guidance of the third 
Divine Being; nay that the Spirit did all his Mi- 
* racles, himſelf did nothing, or cou'd do? “ He con- 
cludes : & Certainly theſe two Parts of his Scheme; 
an 
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< 2n omnipotent Being, the immediate Maker of the 


** Univerſe in his own Perſon; and yet diſabled by 
© the aſſum'd Fleſh; are a Philoſophy very incon- 
© ſiſtent with it ſelf,” I ſubmit to the Tudg- 
ment of - any reaſonable Perſon, whether all this Ha- 
rangue of Mr Nye's be not ſpoken, as if there neither 
was nor cou'd be any Divine Revelation at all. Let 
us conſider the ſeveral Parts of it: Tis mighty won- 
c derfnl (He thinks) that the immediate Maker of 
the Univerſe, and Spirit Coequàl to him in Power 
* and Knowledge, as alſo both of them Coequal in 
< theſe Perfections to the Father? ſhould pray and 
*©give Thanks in Caſes wherein they themſelves are 
ce as ſufficient as the Father; I have already prov'd, 
that it neither was nor could be Dr Clarke's Deſign, 
to hold an abſolute perfect Equality of the three Di- 
vine Perſons in Powers : For then, either the ſecond or 
third Perſon might as well have ſent the Father, as 
have been ſent by Him; which tis Blaſphemy to believe 
or affirm. And hath not the Doctor plainly told him, 
that they are Subordinate in Nature, and conſequent- 
ly in Powers which are the Reſult thereof? Hath not 
the Scripture clearly reveal'd to us this Oeconomy of 
the Trinity, wherein the ſecond and third Divine 
Perſons pray and give thanks to the Firſf? Will 
Mr Nye diſclaim the Revelation? Or where is the 
Inconſiſtency and Impoſſibility of it? If I have prov'd 
God the Father to be the Supreme Agent ; may He not 
order Matters relating to the Diſpenſations of his Pro- 
vidence in the Redemption of his Creatures, as it plea- 
ſeth Him beſt? Will Mr Me ſay, there is no Occaſion 
for the Mediation or. Interceſſion of God the Son; 
or the unutterable Groanings (as St Paul ſtiles them, 
Rom. 8, 26,) of the Holy Spirit? No; it ſeems, 
<« they themſelves are as ſufficient as is the Father 
& himſelf, to do all thoſe Things for which they pray 
and give Thanks: But the Scripture is of an other 
Meaning; And tis evident from that Word of Toh 
| that 


n 
that the Redemption by the Son, and Sanctification 

and Interceſſion by the Holy Ghoſt, could never have 
been, or been effectual, but by the good Pleaſure of 
the Father, who by his Sovereign Authority as well as 
Will, ſent the Son toredeem, and the Spirit to ſanctify; 

and accepts of the Performance of their Offices for us, 
according to the Terins madeknown in the Goſpel. And 
the more excellent the Perſon is, by whom God, even 
the Father, hath recoricil'd us to himſelf; the more at 
once it ſhows of the Greatneſs and Condeſcenſion of his 
Love and Mercy towardsus, and the ineſtimable value 
of our Salvation. Can it be an unproper Service or ob- 
ſervance, which the Son and Spirit perform in ſubordi- 
nation to the Will of their God as well as our God? 
And tho God be ſufficient both to bimſelf and to the Uni- 
verſe; does it from thence follow that He ſhould produce 
or generate no other Beings, by whom to create and go- 
vern it? Mr Nye might as reaſonably have argued from 
the All- ſufficiency of God, that the Creation itſelf was 
needleſs, becauſe it could bring no real Benefit or Hap- 
pineſs to Him. How doth Mr Me know, but that 
the hringing into Being the Son and Holy Spirit, infi- 
nitely more redounded to the Glory of the Father, than 
the Creation of the Univerſe? Or how doth he know 
but that the Work of Creation 'was a Condeſcenſion too 
great for the Infinite Supreme Perſon of the Father, 
without the Intervention of his Son and Spirit? I think 
the great Euſebius is of this Opinion; who, in Landibus 
Conftantini, Cap. 11, cited by Biſhop Bull, ſaith to this 
Senſe: © When God the Father will'd that the World 
* ſhould be created, (it being beneath the Dignity of 
© his Supreine Nature, which Euſebius faith is emizewe 
ul dvo]d)w ons Soles, to be employ d immediately in 
* that Work, or, as the Father expreſseth it, #av7dy d- 
© ay edagry N ,ñ h ,) he appointed his only 
« begotten Son to that Work; and interpos d him be- 
te twixt the Creature and Himſelf: Eꝛuſebius hath it, 
en r U, Ha * lere yιν, airs oye * * S | 
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( gaians daun: Not (I think) obſcurely intima- 
ting his Opinion, that the Son is a Power or Nature 
intermediate betwixt that of the Supreme God the 
Father, and the Creature. But, ſaith Mr Me, 
* they are rival Powers, and conſequently dangerous.” 
Tis boldly ſaid: But can there be any Danger of 
Competition in Power, from Him, who, as Al the 
firſt Fathers ſay, obey d his Father in the Creation of 
the World? and who himſelf tells us, that he can do 
nothing of himſelf, Job. 5, 19? that He came down 
from Heaven, not to do his own Will, but the Will 
of him that ſent him, Job. 6, 28? And a little before 
He left the World, He ſaid ; Father, I have glorified 
thee on Earth, I have finiſh'd the Work which thou gave 
me to do, Joh. 17, 4. Mr Nye hath not well conſi- 
der'd, that Beings with Free-wills may be neceſlarily 
good, by a moral neceflity arifing from the Perfection 
of their Natures, not from Reſtraint by a Superior 
Agent. As to his ſecond. Inconſiſtency, of the omni- 
potent asy& being emptied by the Incarnation ; tis 
the expreſs Aſſertion of St Paul, and hath no Diffi- 
culty in This Way. The Word was made Fleſh ; He 
took upon him the Forin of a Servant with Humane 
Infirmities, who was our Creator and the Lord of Glo- 
ry: He, by the Power and Will of God the Father, 
and by his own Free-Will alſo, Humbled himſelf, and 
appear d upon Earth in the Faſhion of a Man; and, 
m Order the better to carry on the Wonderful Work 
of our Redemption, vouchſaf d for a while to lay a- 
fide the Form of God, the Glorious Schechinab, and to 
ſubmit himſelf to the Guidance and Conduct of the 
Holy Spirit, both with Reſpect to his Birth and Mi- 
racles. Not that He himſelf was not as ſufficient as 
the Holy Spirit; but He emptied himſelf, and would 
not exert his connate or original Powers and Glories, 
the better to complete the Office of Redeemer, and at 
the ſame Time to reveal to the World the Dignity 
and Office of the Holy Ghoſt, Where is the Incon- 
Js: ſiſtency 
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ſiſtency of ſuch a Scheme as this? *Tis indeed an ama 
Zing Scene both of the Power and Goodneſs of God, 
and of the Condeſcenſion of his beloved and loving 
Son: but there is nothing in it, but what is perfectly 
agreeable both to Scripture and Reaſon. "Sb 
I ſuſpect now, that Mr Nye will change his Note 
and tell me, that, if I have rightly hit Dr Clarke's 
Meaning, tho' He be not a Tritheiſt, He muſt be an 
Arian; and Arianiſm (He ſaith, Fag. 91,) is a little 
Kind of Tritheiſm: He affirmeth, Fag. 82, If the 
Divine Beings are ſaid to be equal in all abſolute Per- 
* fetions, they will be three Gods, tho' only one of 
them is God underiv'd : If they are unequal in poſt» 
< tive real Perfections, tis the Doctrine of Origen and of 
Arrius. Tis a hard Caſe, that a Man muſt be an 
Heretic whether he will or no: And, what 1s hardeſt 
upon the Doctor, He will not let him chooſe his Here 
ſy: He is and ſhall be a Tritheiſt. For if He faith that 
the three Divine Perſons are abſolutely equal in all Per- 
fections, He is a grand Tritheiſt; if He ſaith they are 
unequal, He is then an Arian or little Tritheiſt; For 
Arianiſin (ſaith Mr Me) is coincident with Tritheiſm, 
* and 1s only a more abſurd and leſs defenſible Tri- 
_ < theiſm.” If Thad ſaid that the Notion of three divine 
Perſons being only three Modes of Being, and not 
Beings themſelves, was coincident with Sabellianiſm, 
and only a more abſurd and leſs defenſible Sabellianiſin; 
I Judge, it had been more true and to the Purpoſe. It 
wou'd be Time enough to clear the Doctor of Arianiſin, 
when Mr Nye hath endeavour'd to prove his Doctrine 
ſuch; and I hope very eaſy : But Mr Me hath already 
told us, that to tax the Doctor as a Favourer of Avius, 
is quite to miſtake Him. Yet for Fear the Wind ſnould 
change, and an unforeſeen Storm ſhould ariſe from 
that Quarter; tis good to be a little apprehenſive; 
that we may in ſome Meaſure be ſo provided, 
as to prevent its Fury. Dr Clarke hath ſaid, Pag. 276 
of his Scripture- Doctrine: © They are equally =_ | 
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thy of Cenſure, who either on the one Hand preſume 
to affirm, that the Son was made (4 vx Joy) out of 
nothing; or on the other Hand, that He is the ſelf- 
* exiſtent Subſtance :” Hereupon Mr Me obſerves, Pag. 
16, That the Senſe of the Doctor is, that the Arians 
and the Church are equally blameable for their Pre- 
* ſumption. But (ſaith He) it there be no Middle 
s conceiveable between theſe two; created, and Gene- 
© rated of the Subſtance of the Father, then the Doctor's 
** Scrupulouſnels here, is a needleſs Scepticiſm or Nice- 
c neſs: And after all, He muſt declare either for Ge- 
„ neration, or Creation.” Who knows what may be 
the Conſequenceof this Aſſertion of Mr Nye; whether 
it may not, after a few ſecond Thoughts, tempt Him 


to arraign Dr Clarke of Arianiſm? I will therefore, if 


poſſible, prevent him, by asking him one or two Queſ- 
tions. Firft, I deſire him to tell Me (before he be 
finally peremptory in the Deciſion that there neither is 
nor can be any Medium between heing Generated of 
the Subſtance of the Father, fo as to be one individu- 
al Being with Him; and Creation out of Nothing ; 
For this is the Quere :) Let him tell me, I ſay, what 
is the Internal or formal Eſſence of a Creature, which 
makes it to bear that Nenomination. This queſtion 
in the Caſe, is neceſſary to be ask'd. And to ſay, 
it is ſomething deriv'd or caus'd from that which is un- 
deriv'd and hath no Cauſe; will not do: Becauſe He 
acknowledgeth that his own Modes (and they, I hope, 
are ſomething) are deriv d or caus d from an Original 
which is without Cauſe; and yet nevertheleſs far from 
being Created. So that Generation, or Derivation, doth 
not prove the Son of God (tho a diſtinct Perſonal Be- 


ing) to be preſently a Creature. But perhaps Genera- 


tion ont of Nothing, may: But will Mr Me or any Man 
elſe poſitively determine, that God created any Thing 
or all Things purely out of nothing? I mean, that it is 
a Contradiction to predicate Exiſtence of them before 
their coming into that State of Being they now are in? 
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I ask this, becauſe ſome have thought, that pure em- 
pty Space is ſomewhat, tho they will not allow it to be 
either God or any Part of the Creation, Further; Al- 
lowing that the Creation which now is, once did not 
exiſt in any Senſe of Being, but was Created out of 
nothing in Time, and alſo by the or Son of 
God; (which I take to be the trueſt, if not the only 
Notion of Creature; ) tis evident that in This Senſe 
the Son of God will not be a Creature, who was be: 
otten before all Worlds, immediately of the Father, 
Gf the Subſtance of the Father, ſo the Nicene Fathers 
underſtood it,) and by the Power of the Father him- 
ſelf, the Alone proper Author of all Being: And yet who 


ſees not, that ſuch an ineffable manner of Production 
does by no means prove the Son to be one individual! 


with the Father? Laſtly, I ask what thoſe Fathers 
meant, who ſaid the Son of God was a Middle Nature 
between the wbegotten God and the Creature? Till Mr 
Nye can certainly reſolve theſe Queſtions, and confute 
my Notion of Creature; I do not think it neceſſary 
for Dr Clarke or any other Man, either to allow the 
Son of God to be the individual Subſtance or Eſſence of 
the Father; (that is, in very Truth, the Perſon of the 
Father; ) or to ſay that He is a Creature: Eſpecially. 
ſince the Scripture is plain and poſitive again the 
former; and lent in the latter. Dr Clarke's firm Ad- 
herence to the Stile of Scripture in this Matter, is a 
great Argument of his Regard to the inſpir'd Teſti- 
mony ; that He will neither add to, nor dimmiſh 
from, the Word of Truth, in a.Point not ſubject to 
Humane Reaſon, and wherein no certain Conſequences 
can be drawn: And when they cas we ought to 
reſt ſatisfy'd with the ſimple Revelation. The Hereſie 
of Arius did not conſiſt in his affirming three diſtin& 
divine Subordinate Beings; (this had always been the 
Doctrine of the Church, and was not condemn'd at 
the Council of Nice; ) but in his poſitively and pre- 
ſumptuouſſy aſcribing to the Son of God, in N 
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tion of Him, ſuch Things as he had no Warrant for 
in the Scripture-Revelation: Such was his affirming, 


there was a Time when the Son was not; that He was made 


out of Nothing ; Created, and of a mutable Nature, Cou'd 
Mr Nye, or any other Perſon, prove the ſame Things, 
tho not in words, but even by plain and neceſlary 
Conſequence, upon DrClarke; I wou'd readily caſt my 
Lot amongſt thoſe who thought Him in an Error. 
But if neither Arianiſm nor Tritheiſm can juſtly be laid 
to his Charge; He can only undergo Cenſure as a 
Chriſtian prof: ſſing the Truth of Chriſt, and not as an 
Heretic or Self condemned. 

I hope, I have (and in as few Words as I well 
cou'd) accompliſh'd my Deſign, which was to ſhow 
the Inſufficiency ct Mr Aye's Explication of the Di- 
vine Unity, and of the Trinity and Incarnation. Iam 
not ſenſible that I have miſunderſtood any Part of Mr 
Nye s Scheme, or drawn = falſe Concluſions from it: 


And at the ſame Time J have (I think) made it ap- 


pear, that he hath miſtaken Dr Clarke's Books (I hope 
not deſignedly, but inconſiderately,) very much to his 


Diladventage. I thought it Juſtice to that great and 
gocd Man (whoſe Peron I have not the Honour and 
Happineſs to know.) to uſe my weak (but Honeſt) 
Endeavcurs to clear him from thoſe palpable Abſur- 
dities, which Mr Nye hath labour'd to fix upon him; 
by ſhewing that they were only Conſequences of his 
own Miſtakes, and not of the Doctrine which Dr 
Clarke hath advanc'd. And this I have done, for Fear 
the Name cf Mr Nye, (eſpecially in a Book dedicated 
to the ſitting National Synod,) might impoſe upen 
fome unwary Readers either of His or Dr Clarke's 
Books, to the unjuft Diſcredit of the Latter : which, as 
J verily believe they were publiſh'd with an Honeſt 
and truly Chriſtian Deſign, ſo Ilook upon them at 
- preſent as unan{wer'd : And indeed they ſeem to me to 
be ſo well eſtabliſnd upon Scripture-Authority, and 
That even by the tacit Aknowledgement of the Con- 
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vocation ; that there can be no Doubt at all, but 
thoſe: moſt learn'd and pious Synods of Proteſ- 
tants, the Guardians of a truly Catholic and Apoſto- 
lic Church, will at laſt encourage a Deſign of fixing 
every Part of Chriſtian Faith upon the only ſure Foun- 
dation of the Doctrine of ſeſus Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 
Bleſſed be God! we have a Church which hath long 
ſince diſclaim'd and rejected Humane Authority in Mat- 
ters of Faith; and profeſſeth to rely on no other Teſti- 
mony, but that of the Word of God: And we live in 
an Age too knowing, to be 1mpos'd on with old 
Sophiſtry inſtead of old Orthodoxy: And Mr Me 
muſt not think that the Church of England, the 
Crown and Glory of the Proteſtant Faith, will endure 
ſuch Notions, as, if admitted, won'd weaken the 
Foundation of the Reformation; The Deſign of which 
plainly was, the Cleanſing of the Church from the 
Corrtptions which Humane tallible Authority had 
introduc'd, and reftoring it to the old Apoſtolic Form 
of ſound Words, I verily believe, any learned Ro- 
man Catholick Writer may bring as many and as 

ong Arguments both from Scripture and Reafon 
Ar the Support of Tranſubſtantiation, as Mr Me 
hh done for the Defence of his Explication of 
th; Doctrine of the Trinity and Incarnation : But 
yet I am far from thinking, that Mr Ny? had 
any deſign to ſerve the Canſe of Popery. As He 
feens to be a Man of Chriſtian Moderation , and 
unwiling to have-publick Cenfire paſs on the 
Miſtikes of great and learned Men, when it ap- 
Pears not that they had any other than Honeſt 
and vertuous Defigns ; ſo he deſerves to meet with 
the ſame Candor from others: And I hope I may 
fay of him, as He faith of Dr Clarke, that he is no 
Bigot to his Opinion; and is willing, with the 
Doctor, to admit of the moſt ſimp!- and unqueſti- 
onable Forms of Faith in the Church. If I have 
given Mr Nye any Cauſe to believe, that his Scheme 
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ſurd and intonſiſtent, as He judg'd it to be: I hope I 
may be thought one (tho Mean) Inſtrument of pre 
moting ſo Important a Truth, as is the right Exp 
ctrine of the ever Bleſſed Trini 


ro» * 
C 


a- 


# 


—o 


HE Difficulties and Diſcouragements. which attend the Study 


_ 


Jof the Scriptures in the Way of, Private Fudgment, In order 


poſſible) thoſe Diſcouragements, 


to ſhow, Thar ſince ſuch a Study of the Scriptures is Mens indiſpen- 
ſable Duty, it concerns all Chriſtian Societies to remove (as much as 
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